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ORGANIC ACT OF 1956 


WEDNESDAY, JUNE 27, 1956 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C. 
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10: 10 a. m., in room 1310, 
New House Office Building, Hon. W. R. Poage presiding. 


Mr. Poacg. The committee will come to order. 

We have this morning a bill by the chairman, H. R. 11682, and 
one by Mr. Hope, H. R. 11699. 

(H. R. 11682 and H. R. 11699 are as follows: ) 


[H. R. 11682, 84th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To facilitate the control and eradication of certain animal diseases, to facilitate 
the carrying out of agricultural and related programs, to facilitate the agricultural 
attaché program, to facilitate the operations of the Farmers’ Home Administration, the 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation, and the Forest Service, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the 
‘Department of Agriculture Organic Act of 1956.” 

Sec. 2. Section 11 of the Act of May 29, 1884, as added by the Act of Sep- 
tember 21, 1944 (21 U. 8. C. 114a), and as amended, is hereby further amended 
to read as follows: 

“Sec. 11. The Secretary of Agriculture, either independently or in cooperation 
with States or political subdivisions thereof, farmers’ associations and similar 
organizations, and individuals, is authorized to control and eradicate tuberculosis 
and paratuberculosis of animals, avian tuberculosis, brucellosis of domestic 
aninrals, southern cattle ticks, hog cholera and related swine diseases, scabies 
in sheep and cattle, dourine in horses, scrapie and blue tongue in sheep, incipient 
or potentially serious minor outbreaks of diseases of animals, and contagious 
or infectious diseases of animals (such as foot-and-mouth disease, rinderpest, and 
contageous pleuropneumonia) which in the opinion of the Secretary constitute 
an emergency and threaten the livestock industry of the country, including 
the payment of claims growing out of destruction of animals (including poultry), 
and of materials affected by or exposed to any such disease, in accordance with 
such regulations as the Secretary may prescribe. As used in this section, the 
term ‘State’ includes the District of Columbia and the Territories and possessions 
of the United States.” 

Sec. 3. Section 2 of the Act of February 28, 1947 (21 U. S. GC. 114c) is hereby 
amended by inserting, immediately following the word “Act” where it first 
appears therein the following: “and section 11 of the Act of May 29, 1884, 
as added by the Act of September 21, 1944, insofar as said Act relates to diseases 
which in the opinion of the Secretary constitute an emergency and threaten the 
livestock industry of the country.” 

Sec. 4. Funds avaliable for carrying out the activities of the Department of 
Agriculture shall be available for expenses of advisory communities, including 
travel expenses in accordance with the provision of section 5 of the Administra- 
tive Expenses Act of 1946, as amended. 

Seo. 5. The Department of Agriculture is authorized to furnish subsistence 
to employees without consideration as, or deduction from, the compensation of 
such employees where warranted by emergency conditions connected with the 
work under such regulations as the Secretary of Agriculture may prescribe. 


1 
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Sec. 6. (a) Section 14 of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act 
(as added by the Act of February 29, 1986 (16 U. 8S. C. 590n)), is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: “Payments to claimants under sections 
7 to 17, inclusive, of this Act may be made upon the certificate of the claimant, 
which certificate shall be in such form as the Secretary of Agriculture may pre- 
scribe, that he has carried out the conservation practice or practices and has 
complied with all other requirements as condition for such payments and that 
the statements and information contained in the application for payment are 
correct and true, to the best of his knowledge and belief, under the penalties 
of title 18, United States Code.” 

(b) Payments or grants under sections 7 to 17 of the Soil Conservation and 
Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, may be conditioned upon the utilization of 
land with respect to which such payments or grants are to be made in con- 
formity with farming practices which will encourage and provide for soil- 
building and soil- and water-conserving practices in the most practical and ef- 
fective manner and adapted to conditions in the several States, as determined 
and approved by the State committees appointed pursuant to section 8 (b) of 
such Act, for the respective States. 

(c) Section 11 of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as amend- 
ed (16 U. S. C. 590k), is amended to read as follows: 

“Seo. 11. All funds available for carrying out this Act shall be available for 
allotment to the bureaus and offices of the Department of Agriculture and for 
transfer to such other agencies of the Federal or State Governments, or to local 
public agencies as the Secretary may request to cooperate or assist in carrying out 
this Act, and for payments to committees or associations of producers in any 
region or regions to cover the estimated administrative expenses to be incurred 
by any such committee or association in cooperating in carrying out this Act: 
Provided, That the Secretary may prescribe that all or part of such estimated ex- 
penses of any such committee or association may be deducted pro rata from the 
payments or grants made to the members thereof: Provided further, That the 
Secretary may make such payments in advance of determination of performance : 
Provided further, That the transfer of funds for services of technicians in 
formulating and carrying out agricultural conservation programs, from allot- 
ments for agricultural conservation payments within a State, shall be subject 
to such limitations and conditions as may be provided in appropriation or other 
law. Funds so transferred may be placed in a single account for each State.” 

Sec. T. Section 392 (b) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1988, as amend- 
ed (7 U. S. C. 189 (b)), is amended by changing the period at the end of the 
first sentence to a comma and adding the words “unless otherwise provided by 
appropriation or other law.” and by changing the period at the end of the second 
sentence to a comma and adding the words “unless otherwise provided by ap- 
propriation or other law.”. 

Sec. 8. Section 606 of title VI of the Agricultural Act of 1954 (7 U. S. ©. 1766) 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following: “Funds available for the 
purposes of this Act may be used for extending courtesies to representatives of 
foreign countries, when so provided in appropriation or other law.” 

Sec. 9. (a) Section 4 of the Act of July 22, 1937, as amended (7 U. S. C. 1004), 
is hereby amended by inserting before the period at the end thereof the follow- 
ing: “: Provided further, That there may be distributed to States and Terri- 
tories such amounts as may be provided in applicable appropriations, in addi- 
tion to the amount otherwise distributed thereto, for loans in reclamation proj- 
ects and to entrymen on unpatented public lands.” 

(b) When authorized by appropriation or other law, funds of the Farmers’ 
Home Administration avaliable for administrative expenses may be placed in 
a single account. 

SEc. 10. Section 516 (a) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act, as amended (7 
U.S. C. 1516 (a) ), is amended to read as follows: 

“(a) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums, not in ex- 
eess of $12,000,000 for each fiscal year beginning after June 20, 1938, as mav 
be necessary to cover the operating and administrative costs of the Corporation, 
which shall be allotted to the Corporation in such amounts and at such time or 
times as the Secretary of Agriculture may determine: Provided, That expenses 
in connection with the purchase, transportation, handling, or sale of the agri- 
cultural commodity and the direct cost of loss adjusters for crop inspections and 
loss adjustments may be considered by the Corporation as being nonadministra- 
tive orpnonoperating expenses. The Corporation is authorized to use premium 
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income for administrative and operating costs within limits prescribed in ap- 
plicable appropriations.” 

Src. 11. (a) The Department of Agriculture is authorized to acquire land, 
or interest therein, by purchase, exchange. or otherwise, as may be necessary 
to carry out its authorized work: Provided, That no acquisition shall be made 
under this authority unless provision is made therefor in the applicable appro- 
priation or other law. 

(b) Appropriations for the Department of Agriculture which are available for 
the purchase of land may be expended for options to purchase land: Provided, 
That not to exceed $1 may be expended for each option to purchase any particular 
tract or tracts of land unless otherwise provided in appropriation or other law. 

Sec. 12. Under such regulations as may be prescribed by the Secretary of 
Agriculture, funds available to the Department of Agriculture may be used for 
the payment of transportation expenses and per diem in lieu of subsistence 
expenses, in accordance with the Travel Expense Act of 1949, for travel between 
places of recruitment and duty, and while at places of duty, of persons ap- 
pointed for temporary or seasonal services in inspection, classing, or grading 
agricultural commodities. 

Sec. 14. There is hereby established a working capital fund which shall be 
available without fiscal year limitation for expenses necessary, including the 
purchase or construction of buildings and improvements within the limitations 
thereon set forth in the appropriations for the Forest Service, for furnishing 
supply and equipment services in support of programs of the Forest Service. 
The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to transfer to the fund, without 
reimbursement, and to capitalize in the fund at fair and reasonable values, 
such receivables, inventories, equipment, and other assets as he may determine, 
and assume the liabilities in connection with such assets, but such capitalization 
shall not exceed $25,000,000: Provided, That the fund shall be credited with 
advance payments in connection with firm orders and reimbursements from 
appropriations and funds of the Forest Service, other departmental and Federal 
agencies, and from other sources, as authorized by law, at rates approximately 
equal to the cost of furnishing the facilities and service. 


(H. R. 11699, 84th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To facilitate the control and eradication of certain animal diseases, to facilitate 
the carrying out of agricultural conservation and related agricultural programs, to 
facilitate the agricultural attaché program, to facilitate the operations of the Farmers’ 
Home Administration, the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation, and the Forest Service, 
and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Department 
of Agriculture Organic Act of 1956”. 

Sec. 2. Section 11 of the Act of May 29, 1884, as added by the Act of Septem- 
ber 21, 1944 (21 U. S. C. 114a), and as amended, is hereby further amended to 
read as follows: 

“Seo. 11. The Secretary of Agriculture, either independently or in cooperation 
with States or political subdivisions thereof, farmers’ associations and similar 
organizations, and individuals, is authorized to control and eradicate tuber- 
culosis and paratuberculosis of animals, avian tuberculosis, brucellosis of do- 
mestic animals, southern cattle ticks, hog cholera and related swine diseases, 
seabies in sheep and cattle, dourine in horses, scrapie and blue tongue in sheep, 
incipient or potentially serious minor outbreaks of diseases of animals, and con- 
tagious or infectious diseases of animals (such as foot-and-mouth disease, 
rinderpest, and contagious pleuropneumonia) which in the opinion of the Secre- 
tary constitute an emergency and threaten the livestock industry of the country, 
including the payment of claims growing out of destruction of animals (includ- 
ing poultry), and of materials, affected by or exposed to any such disease, 
in accordance with such regulations as the Secretary may prescribe. As used 
in this section, the term ‘State’ includes the District of Columbia and the Terri- 
tories and possessions of the United States.” 

Sec. 3. Section 2 of the Act of February 28, 1947 (21 U. 8. C. 114e) is hereby 
amended by inserting, immediately following the word “Act” where it first appears 
therein the following: “and section 11 of the Act of May 29, 1884, as added 
by the Act of September 21, 1944, insofar as said Act relates to diseases which 
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in the opinion of the Secretary constitute an emergency and threaten the livestock 
industry of the country.” 

Sec. 4. Funds available for carrying out the activities of the Department of 
Agriculture shall be available for expenses of advisory committees, including 
travel expenses in accordance with the provisions of section 5 of the Adminis- 
trative Expenses Act of 1946, as amended. 

Sec. 5. The Department of Agriculture is authorized to furnish subsistence 
to employees without consideration as, or deduction from, the compensation of 
such employees where warranted by emergency conditions connected with the 
work under such regulations as the Secretary of Agriculture may prescribe. 

Seo. 6. (a) Section 14 of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act 
(as added by the Act of February 29, 1936 (16 U. S. C. 590n)), is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: “Payments to claimants under sections 
7 to 17 inclusive, of this Act may be made upon the certificate of the claimant, 
which certificate shall be in such form as the Secretary of Agriculture may pre- 
scribe, that he has carried out the conservation practice or practices and has 
complied with all other requirements as conditions for such payments and that 
the statements and information contained in the application for payment are 
correct and true, to the best of his knowledge and belief, under the penalties of 
title 18, United States Code.” 

(b) Payments or grants under sections 7 to 17 of the Soil Conservation and 
Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, may be conditioned upon the utilization 
of land with respect to which such payments or grants are to be made in con- 
formity with farming practices which will encourage and provide for soil-building 
and soil- and water-conserving practices in the most practical and effective man- 
ner and adopted to conditions in the several States, as determined and approved 
by the State committees appointed pursuant to section 8 (b) of such Act, for 
the respective States. 

(ec) Section 11 of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended 
(16 U.S. C. 590k), is amended to read as follows: 

“Seo. 11. All funds available for carrying out this Act shall be available 
for allotment to the bureaus and offices of the Department of Agriculture and for 
transfer to such other agencies of the Federal or State governments, or to local 
public agencies, as the Secretary may request to cooperate or assist in carrying 
out this Act, and for payments to committees or associations of producers in any 
region or regions to cover the estimated administrative expenses to be incurred 
by any such committee or association in cooperating in carrying out this Act: 
Provided, That the Secretary may prescribe that all or part of such estimated 
expense of any such committee or association may be deducted pro rata from the 
payments or grants made to the members thereof: Provided further, That the 
Secretary may make such payments in advance of determination of performance: 
Provided further, That the transfer of funds for services of technicians in formu- 
lating and carrying out agricultural conservation programs, from allotments 
for agricultural conservation payments within a State, shall be subject to such 
limitations and conditions as may be provided in appropriation or other law. 
Funds so transferred may be placed in a single account for each State. 

Sec. 7. Section 392 (b) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended (7 U. 8S. C. 139 (b)), is amended by changing the period at the end of 
the first sentence to a comma and adding the words “unless otherwise provided 
by appropriation or other law,” and by changing the period at the end of the 
second sentence to a comma and adding the words “unless otherwise provided by 
appropriation or other law.”’. 

Sec. 8. Section 606 of title VI of the Agricultural Act of 1954 (7 U. S. C. 1766) 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following: “Funds available for 
the purposes of this Act may be used for extending courtesies to representatives 
of foreign countries, when so provided in appropriation or other law.” 

Sec. 9. (a) Section 4 of the Act of July 22, 1937, as amended (7 U. 8. C. 1004), 
is hereby amended by inserting before the period at the end thereof the follow- 
ing: “: Provided further, That there may be distributed to States and Terri- 
tories such amounts as may be provided in applicable appropriations, in addition 
to the amount otherwise distributed thereto, for loans in reclamation projects 
and to entrymen on unpatented public lands.” 

(b) When authorized by appropriation or other law, funds of the Farmers’ 
Home Administration available for administrative expenses may be placed in a 
single account. 
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Sec. 10. Section 516 (a) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act, as amended (7 
U. 8. C. 1516 (a) ), is amended to read as follows: 

“(a) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums, not in 
excess of $12,000,000 for each fiscal year beginning after June 30, 1938, as may 
be necessary to cover the operating and administrative costs of the Corporation, 
which shall be allotted to the Corporation in such amounts and at such time or 
times as the Secretary of Agriculture may determine: Provided, That expenses 
in connection with the purchase, transportation, handling, or sale of the agri- 
cultural commodity and the direct cost of loss adjusters for crop inspections and 
_ loss adjustments may be considered by the Corporation as being nonadministra- 
tive or nonoperating expenses. The Corporation is authorized to use premium 
income for administrative and operating costs within limits prescribed in 
applicable approvriations.” 

Sec, 11. (a) The Department of Agriculture is authorized to acquire land, 
or interest therein, by purchase, exchange or otherwise, as may be necessary to 
carry out its authorized work: Provided, That no acquisition shall be made 
under this authority unless provision is made therefor in the applicable appro- 
priation or other law. 

(b) Appropriations for the Department of Agriculture which are available for 
the purchase of land may be expended for options to purchase land: Provided, 
That not to exceed $1.00 may be expended for each option to purchase any par- 
ticular tract or tracts of land unless otherwise provided in appropriation or 
other law. 

Sec. 12. Under such regulations as may be prescribed by the Secretary of 
Agriculture, funds available to the Department of Agriculture may be used for 
the payment of transportation expenses and per diem in lieu of subsistence ex- 
penses, in accordance with the Travel Expense Act of 1949, for travel between 
places of recruitment and duty, and while at places of duty, of persons appointed 
for temporary or seasonal services in inspection, classing or grading agricultural 
commodities. 

Sec. 14. There is hereby established a working capital fund which shall be 
available without fiscal year limitation for expenses necessary, including the 
purchase or construction of buildings and improvements within the limitations 
thereon set forth in the appropriations for the Forest Service, for furnishing 
supply and equipment services in support of programs of the Forest Service. 
The Secretary ot Agriculture is authorized to transfer to the fund, without re- 
imbursement, and to capitalize in the fund at fair and reasonable values, such 
receivables, inventories, equipment, and other assets as he may determine, and 
assume the liabilities in connection with such assets, but such capitalization 
shall not exceed $25,000,000: Provided, That the fund shall be credited with 
advance payments in connection with firm orders and reimbursements from 
appropriations and funds of the Forest Service, other departmental and Federal 
agencies, and from other sources, as authorized by law, at rates approximately 
equal to the cost of furnishing the facilities and service. 


Mr. Poacr. We will be glad to hear you now, Mr. Roberts. 


STATEMENT OF RALPH S. ROBERTS, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY, ACCOMPANIED BY CHARLES L. GRANT, DEPUTY 
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF BUDGET AND FINANCE; AND ELMER MOS- 
TOW, GENERAL COUNSEL’S OFFICE, UNITED STATES DEPART- 
MENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Roserts. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am Ralph S. Roberts, 
the Administrative Assistant Secretary of Agriculture. 

I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you to discuss the 

rovisions of H. R. 11682 and H. R. 11699, which would incorporate 
into basic law certain facilitating authorities necessary to the effective 
conduct of the activities of the Department of Agriculture. 


81123—56——-2 
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The provisions of the two bills are identical. For simplification, 
references in this statement to page and line numbers relate to 
H. R. 11682. 

Mr. Poace. Are these two bills the same ? 

Mr. Rozerts. The two bills are identical. The line and page numbers 
differ. So that in our discussion we are referring to page and line 
numbers in H. R. 11682. 

Mr. Poaeer. Proceed. 

Mr. Roserts. Over the years a number of facilitating provisions, 
important to the effective operation of the Department’s programs, 
have been inserted in the annual appropriation acts. 

Many of these provisions may not be supported by substantive legis- 
lation and are therefore presumably subject to points of order for 
that reason. 

When a similar situation existed several years ago the Congress 
enacted the Department of Agriculture Organic Act of 1944 to provide 
basic authority for the provisions concerned. 

H. R. 11682 is in line with the approach taken at that time to this 
problem. Most of the provisions in the bill relate to authorities which 
appear in the Department of Agriculture and Farm Credit Adminis- 
tration Appropriation Act, 1957. 

While several of the items proposed do not appear in the 1957 appro- 
priation act, they fall within the general scope of this subject area 
and therefore are appropriate for inclusion in the proposed legislation. 

If it is agreeable to the committee, I will briefly discuss each of the 
sections of the bill in the order of their sequence and indicate the 
purpose and need therefor. 

The first paragraph provides that the act may be cited as the 
“Department of Agriculture Organic Act of 1956.” 


PAYMENT OF CLAIMS FOR EXPOSED MATERIALS 


Section 2 would amend existing basic authority for control and 
eradication of contagious animal diseases by authorizing the payment 
of claims growing out of destruction of materials affected or 
exposed to contagious animal] diseases by inserting in section 1 of the 
act of May 29, 1884 (that is the old basic authority for animal dis- 
ease work) the words “and of materials” as indicated on page 2, lines 
15 and 16, of H. R. 11682. 

The Department has basic legislative authority to pay claims for 
the destruction of animals and poultry. Payment of basta for mate- 
rials destroyed to prevent transmission of contagious diseases is au- 
thorized in the annual appropriation act. 

The authority in the appropriation act is presumably subject to 
a point of order since it is not supported by basic legislation. Sec- 
tion 2 would provide permanent legislative authority for the payment 
of claims for the destruction of materials. We have also revised the 
language of the 1884 act slightly for editorial clarity. There is no 
substantive change. 
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EXTENSION OF FACILITATING AUTHORITIES FOR ANIMAL DISEASE CONTROL 
AND ERADICATION ACTIVITIES 


Section 3 also applies to the animal disease control and eradication 
activities of the Department. The act of February 28, 1947, relating 
to the foot-and-mouth disease eradication and control program in 
Mexico, contains certain facilitating authorities of an administrative 
nature that are essential in the conduct of an emergency control 
program, 

e annual appropriation act extends these authorities to foot-and- 
mouth disease work in the United States and to the other animal 
disease control programs of the Department, such as the vesicular 
exanthema eradication program. Since these authorities in the 1947 
act apply only to the foot-and-mouth disease program in Mexico, the 
provision in the appropriation act extending them to other diseases is 
presumably subject to a point of order. 

Section 3 of the bill would amend the act of May 29, 1884, which is 
the basic authority for the Department’s animal] disease control and 
eradication program, to extend these facilitating authorities as now 
provided in the annual appropriations act. 

The principal authorities involved are: (1) expenditures for print- 
ing ea binding at places other than the Government Printing Office, 
(2) the purchase or hire of passenger motor vehicles and aircraft to 
meet emergencies without reference to existing limitations, and (3) the 
construction and operation of research laboratories, quarantine sta- 
tions, and other buildings and facilities. 

I think I should emphasize these authorities are applicable to legis- 
lation which would be invoked only in case there were an emergency 
which threatens the livestock industry of the country and it is so deter- 
mined by the Secretary. 

So we are realiy asking for standby authority to be used only in 
the event such a determination is made. 

Mr. Poace. Only livestock diseases ? 

Mr. Roserts. Livestock and poultry. 

Mr. Poaeer. All right. 

Mr. AnpersEen. I would like to ask a question. Do you have any 
pee authority when it comes to dealing with hoof-and-mouth 

isease ? 

Mr. Roserts. This is the special authority that we have for foot- 
and-mouth disease. We have these facilitating authorities in the 
basic legislation for foot-and-mouth-disease eradication in Mexico. 
But in the appropriation act there is language which applies these 
same authorities to other diseases such as vesicular exanthema. Such 
language is subject to point of order. This bill would propose to make 
that, basic legislation and extend those same authorities on an emer- 
gency standby basis for use in the event it was necessary if we have 
an outbreak of any of these diseases in this country. 

Mr. AnprEsEN. It seems to me that we had some special legislation 
coming out of this committee dealing with the hoof-and-mouth disease 
in Mexico. 
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Mr. Poace. That is the basic legislation. 

Mr. Rozerts. That is the basic legislation, if that is what you are 
referring to, passed back in 1947. ; 

Mr. Poace. It gave you the authority to do these things, but for 
foot-and-mouth disease only ? 

Mr. Roserts. That is correct. 

Mr. Poage. And then we have disease such as the trouble with the 
hogs 2 years ago, and we have no basic authority for that. ea 

go the Appropriations Committee simply makes an appropriation 
under the hoped-for authority that they didn’t have, but tried to 
stretch the authority existing in the foot-and-mouth disease to cover 
the hogs as well as the cattle. 

Is not that what they tried to do? 

Mr. Roserts. Yes; that is right. 

Mr. Poace. If I understand it, in all of these cases the Appropria- 
tions Committee has actually exercised authority that you are now 
conferring on them by this bill ? 

Mr. Roserts. With three exceptions. I will mention those as we 
proceed. 

Mr, Poaee. All right. 

Mr. Roserts. There are three exceptions. All of the others, we are 
talking about language which is in the appropriation act which is 
not supported by substantive legislation. 


EXPENSES OF ADVISORY COMMITTEES 


Section 4 would authorize the payment of expenses of committees 
established to advise on programs of the Department. The annual 
appropriation act authorizes the Forest Service to pay the travel 
expenses of advisory councils or similar groups who advise the Forest 
Service on the administration of national forest lands. 

This provision may be subject to a point of order, since the spe- 
cific committees are not named, a practice which would be imprac- 
ticable under the circumstances. 

Since there is need from time to time for similar authority in other 
agencies and programs of the Department, section 4 would provide 
basic legislative authority for paying the expenses of committees 
established to advise on programs of the Department. 

It is intended that we would pay their traveling expenses, but no 
salary remuneration. 


AUTHORITY TO FURNISH SUBSISTENCE TO EMPLOYEES 


Section 5 would authorize the Department to furnish subsistence 
to employees, without deduction from their pay, where warranted by 
emergency conditions. 

The annual appropriation act authorizes the Soil Conservation Serv- 
ice to furnish subsistence to employees. This authority is used to 
stock snow shelters with food for use by personnel engaged in snow 
surveys who may be prevented by emergency conditions from return- 
ing to headquarters. 

Section 5 would overcome the point of order, which now exists in 
the appropriation bill, by providing authority in basic law for this 
expense. 
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Mr. Warts. May I ask a question ? 

Mr. Poacr. Surely. 

Mr. Warts. Under this section that you are talking about, would 
this apply to graders ? 

Mr. Rozerrs. A later one does, but not the one I am talking about 
now. It is intended that the one I am now discussing would apply 
only to the snow survey people. 

As.you know, these folks that go up into the mountains, where the 
snow is deep—sometimes they travel on snowshoes—frequently they 
get into areas where they cannot return immediately. The SCS has 
shelters up in the high areas which they stock with food for emergency 
use during the winter. 

It is an emergency device of providing these men with temporary 
shelter and food if they are unable to return to headquarters. This 
is a proposal to make it possible for them to avail themselves of those 
stocks of food without having to pay for it as they would under 
existing law. 


ACP PAYMENTS ON CERTIFICATE OF CLAIMANT 


Section 6 (a) would authorize agricultural conservation pro- 
gram payments to a farmer on the basis of this certificate that he has 
complied with all requirements for such payment, including carrying 
out the conservation practices for which the payment is due. 

Authority for payment on such basis if now included in the atrial 
appropriation act—it was inserted in 1948, I think—but is presumably 
subject to a point of order since it varies the procedure prescribed in 
the certifying officers statute, which requires that they determine more 
specifically the basis for payment and obtain supporting data. 

The Appropriation Committee, when it inserted this language, did 
so on the basis that certification by a farmer on his compliance would 
serve the same purpose as does a certification on an income tax return, 
and at that time they substantially reduced he appropriation to the 
Department of Agriculture for carrying out the conservation program 
by reason of this simplification. It is subject to point of order. This 
bill, if enacted, by the Congress, would provide basic authority for 
accepting this certification. 


STATE COMMITTEE APPROVAL OF ACP PRACTICES 


Section 6 (b) would authorize agricultural conservation program 
payments for conservation practices selected by State committees from 
the national program. 

The authority is now carried in the annual appropriation act and 
is presumably subject to a point of order since section 8 (d) of the 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act provides that the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall determine the practices for which pay- 
ment may be made. 

The section would provide, as permanent legislation, that payments 
may be conditioned upon practices approved by the State committees. 

Mr. Poacr. You must hold that the State committees are not the 
agents of the Secretary of Agriculture; is that the theory? 

If they are the agents of the Secretary of Agriculture, then the 
Secretary has made the decision, has he not ? 
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Mr. Roserts. Well, I don’t believe 

Mr. Poace. He named them and I don’t know why they are not his 
agents. I do not know—isn’t it just as much the Secretary of Agri- 
culture making the finding when the State committee says it, as it is 
when you and your associates down here say it ? 

Mr. Roserrs. I think perhaps this one involves the theory that 
under certain prescribed pieces of legislation, the Secretary has cer- 
tain authorities that cannot be delegated. 

Mr. Poace. But he does have it. The Secretary did not go there 
and make up this handbook himself. Somebody else made it up, of 
course. He didn’t do it personally. 

Mr. Roserts. Mr. Mostow, of General Counsel’s Office, has clarified 
the point for me. This provision actually takes the authority away 
from the Secretary. It provides, as a practical matter, that the State 
committee shall do it. 

Mr. Poacs. I see. 

Mr. Roserts. So that is the difference. 

Mr. Poace. I get it. 

Mr. McIntire. May I ask a question at that point? 

Does this imply that the practices which the States may wish to 
make are the practices upon which the payments will be made?’ Is 
this a part of the pattern of giving the States greater authority in 
selecting the practices upon which conservation payments will be 
made and has been true in the past, and this simply clarifies their 
authority in that regard ? 

Or is this simply a technical clarification? Are you extending to 
these State committees by this a little more final decision as to what 
the practices are to be? 

Mr. Roserts. Mr. McIntire, I think when the Appropriations Com- 
mittee inserted this provision into the language, it was intended that 
it would result in greater activity on the part of the local people in 
the selection of practices. The practices, however, must be selected 
from the national program. 

Mr. McIntire. What? 

Mr. Roserts. Greater participation on the part of the State in 
selecting the practices that were particularly applicable to the local 
area, but the practices selected by the State committee would still have 
to be within the framework of the national program. 

Mr. McIntree. Then they do not have the final say ? 

Mr. Roserts. Yes, they do have the final say, provided they select 
the practices from the national program which in their opinion are 
most appropriate for the local area. 

Mr. Mclyrire. They have the final say providing they say the 
things which have already been listed ? 

Mr. Roperts. No; they have certain alternatives. They select 
within their discretion from the national program. This has been 
done since 1945, in fact. 

Mr. Poacr. What you are saying is, as I understand it, let us say 
that the Federal handbook has 100 practices that could be used, and 
in the State of Maine, their committee, selects 30 or 40 of them, and 
say they can be used in the State of Maine. Then those other 60 would 
not be in the State of Maine. | 

They decide which ones out of the 100 they want. They could 
accept all of them but they cannot add something—they cannot put 
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in 101 or 102 practices there and pick them up and say, “We are 
going to pay for something that is not in the Federal handbook.” 

Mr. Roserts. That is right. 

Mr. Poace. But anything in the Federal handbook, they can select 
for their State, they can select the whole 100? 

Mr. Roserrs. Yes. And their selection is final. 

Mr. Poage. If they wanted only to use 10 of them then they could 
devote all of their money in the State of Maine to those 10 practices 
if they wanted. | That is all there is to it, isn’t it? 

Mr. Roserts. That is correct. 

Mr. Horz. Will you yield? 

Mr. MolIntiez. Yes. 

Mr. Horr. As I understand it, this does not confer any power that 
is not at present being exercised ? 

Mr: Rozerts. That is correct, Mr. Hope. This power and authority 
has been exercised since 1945. 

Mr. Horr. But they fear that they would be subject to a point of 
order at any time it was exercised ¢ 

Mr. Roserts. Yes, sir. 


ACP ALLOTMENTS TO OTHER AGENCIES FOR TECHNICAL SERVICES 


Section 6 (c) provides authority for transferring ACP funds to 
other agencies for technical services subject to such limitations and 
conditions as may be provided in appropriations or other law, and for 
placing such funds in a single account for each State. 

The Appropriation Act now authorizes the transfer of up to 5 
percent of county allocations to the Soil Conservation Service, and 
an additional 1 percent to other Federal, State, or local agencies, for 
the services of technicians in formulating and carrying out the 
agricultral conservation program, on the recommendation of the 
county committees and approval of the State committees, and author- 
izes the placing of such funds in a single account for each State. 

This is presumably subject to a point of order since it varies the 
Department’s transfer authority for ACP funds included in the Soil 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act. 

The point of order would probably be sustained against the words 
“or local agencies” because that is not carried in the Soil Conserva- 
tion Domestic Allotment Act. This language has been in the act, I 
believe; since 1948. 

Section 6 (c) would provide basic authority for such transfers, in- 
cluding transfers to local public agencies (p. 4, lines 19 and 20), sub- 
ject. to limitations and conditions prescribed in appropriation. acts; 
and would permit placing such funds in a single account for each 
State (p.5, lines 6 through 12), as we are now doing. 

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES FOR NATIONAL AND 
STATE OFFICES 


Section 7 would authorize administrative expenses of National and 
State offices under section 392 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938, to the extent provided in appropriation or other law. 

The 1957 Appropriation Act authorizes administrative expenses 
for National and State offices of the Commodity, Stabilization Service 
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under the appropriation “Agricultural adjustment programs” (ad- 
ministration of acreage allotments and marketing quotas) in the 
amount of $6.3 million which is in excess of the 3 percent limitation 
specified in section 392. pat 

Section 7 would authorize the inclusion in appropriation acts of the 
amounts determined to be necessary for administrative expenses, when 
such amounts exceed the 3 percent limitation in section 392. ; 

On that section I might just say this, Mr. Chairman. When the Soil 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act was passed it was interded 
that that limitation would apply against program funds and would be 
a limitation against such program funds. 

When we got into the acreage allotment and marketing quota pro- 
grams under this new appropriation that was set up a few years ago 
for agriculture adjustment programs, those funds were actually ad- 
ministrative and operating funds. They were not program funds such 
as section 392 originally contemplated. 

Thus, since about 1950 when the appropriation was set up for ad- 
ministration of acreage allotment and marketing quotas, the funds 
made available for State and National expenses because of this new 
situation have far exceeded the 3 percent. 


REPRESENTATION ALLOWANCES 


Section 8 would authorize the use of funds available for carrying out 
title VI of the Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act, 
which provided for the transfer of the agricultural attachés to the 
Department of Agriculture, for extending courtesies in the United 


States to represerftatives of foreign countries when so provided in ap- 
propriation or other law. 

1e proposal would provide for the payment of expenses of nec- 
essary official entertainment and other courtesies extended in the 
United States to representatives of foreign countries concerned with 
agricultural matters. 

This language would extend to a limited number of top officials in 
the Department in the United States the same type of authority which 
is présently available to the agricultural attachés stationed in foreign 
countries and which is presently available to several agencies of the 
Government. This antlontion is urgently needed in view of the in- 
creasing importance of the Department’s activities concerned with the 
development of foreign markets for surplus agricultural commodities. 

Extension of courtesies of this kind helps to establish conditions 
which permit the most effective working relationships, and is essen- 
tial to the successful accomplishment of the objectives of the Depart- 
ment’s foreign agricultural work. 

The Department has authority for payment of representation allow- 
ances overseas but there is no authority for the payment of such 
expenses in the United States. 

This is the first item in the bill which is not a point of order item 
in the sense that this extended language is now carried in the appro- 
priation bill. 

The Department now has the authority to provide representation 
allowances to the attachés under the authorities which were provided 
when the attachés were transferred to the Department of Agriculture. 
The appropriation bill carries $20,000 for that purpose. 
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If this provision were enacted into law, it would permit those same 
courtesies to be extended to foreign visitors in this country. 

The situation we are now in is this, and I will use a specific example. 

When the Secretary visited Spain, he was entertained very lavishly 
by the Spanish Government. When the Minister of Agriculture of 
Spain visited the United States the courtesy which the Secretary 
extended to him had to be paid from the Secretary’s personal funds. 

Mr. Poace. Let me ask, what does he do with these counterpart 
funds that you accumulate? 

You accumulate counterpart funds over the world and you can 
use them within the countries abroad to develop foreign markets for 
agricultural products. Obviously, none of those counterpart funds 
can be spent in the United States directly. I do not know whether 
you can convert them into other currencies and use them in the 
United States. 

Mr. Roserts. Under the agreements we cannot convert them. We 
can use them in other countries, and under the various agreements 
we are executing under Public Law 480, we are providing for the 
use of some of those funds for local costs, administrative expenses of 
our attachés, and so forth. But we cannot use them in this country. 

Mr. Poage. I just want to pass on my opinion. Whether it is the 
opinion of the committee or not. They can object if they do not 
like it. 

In my opinion, you do not use those funds enough. We use ap- 
propriated funds. I am not objecting to appropriating this money. 
I think it is desirable to do so. 

I do not think we make full use of those counterpart funds even in 
the foreign countries. For instance, you had just as an illustration— 
T am not offering this as special criticism—you had a meeting of agri- 
cultural attachés in South America which was held in Caracas a few 
months ago. 

I understand you paid their way with appropriated funds. Obvi- 
ously, you should pay their way. Iam not suggesting that they should 
walk or hitchhike their way there. But in practically every one of 
those countries you had counterpart funds. 

I can see no reason in the world why you could not have paid their 
way with counterpart funds. 

Mr. Roserts. I would want to look into that, Mr. Poage. There 
may have been some restrictions on the use of counterpart funds for 
travel of that kind. But we are utilizing every resource that we have 
of local funds to meet local expenses within the framework of the 
agreement we have with each particular country. 

We will be glad to explore 1 or 2 of these further possibilities that 
you mentioned. 

Mr. Poaer. You can do this with those counterpart funds. You 
have some counterpart funds—you have a lot of them in Brazil—but 
you have certain counterpart funds in Chile, I believe. That money 
will buy tickets on the airlines that operate over most anywhere in 
South America, at least Pan American and Braniff will take them. 
They will take that money. 

And buy tickets, let us say, buy them in Buenos Aires in Argentine. 
You can take those counterpart funds in Argentine money and buy 

81123—56——38 
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tickets on the Braniff or Pan American lines to move somebody from 
Rio to Caracas. 

Do your agreements prohibit that sort of thing? 

Mr. Roperts. I would have to check that, Mr. Poage. When [ 
last examined this problem, I was definitely left with the impression 
that we were using counterpart funds wherever it was possible to do 
so within the framework of the agreements. 

Mr. Poace. I am not trying to make an issue of that. 

Mr. Roserts. Whether we can use them for the specific instance 
that you are referring to I would have to check. 

Mr. Poage. I do not want to be condemning what is going on. I 
am simply wanting to point out that it seems to me that we ought to 
broaden rather than circumscribe the use of these funds. We have 
already spent that money, might as well get something for it. 

Mr. Rosertrs. We have the same objective that you have, I am sure. 
But such funds would not be applicable to what we are talking about 
here. 

ALLOCATION OF FARM OWNERSHIP LOANS TO STATES 


Section 9 (a) would authorize the distribution of farm ownership 
loan funds, appropriated for loans in reclamation projects and to 
entrymen on unpatented public lands, without regard to statutory 
formula to the extent provided in the Appropriation Act. 

The Appropriation Act presently authorizes the distribution of not 
more than $5 million without regard to the statutory formula in basic 
law, which presumably is subject to a point of order. 

And a provision to the effect that this $5 million may be used with- 
out regard to statutory formula was put in the appropriation act 
first in 1951 and has been carried each year since that time in order 
to take care of these special cases. It is obviously subject to a point 
of order. 

Mr. Hore. How important is this? I do not recall the language 
of the original act. 

Mr. Roserts. The statutory formula is in title 7, United States 
Code, section 1004, and provides as follows: 

In making loans under this title the amount which is devoted to such purposes 
during any fiscal year shall be distributed equitably among the several States 
and Territories on the basis of farm population and prevalence of tenancy, 
as determined by the Secretary. Provided that there may be distributed to each 
State such amounts as are necessary to finance loans pursuant to all bona fide 
applications from veterans qualified under section 1001 of this title. 

Mr. Horr. How long have we been using language in the appro- 
priation act to modify that? 

Mr. Roperts. Since 1951, sir. 

Mr. Horr. What have been used—has there been much of the $5 
million ? 

Mr. Roserrs. Outside of the formula we have used roughly $3 
million. 

Mr. Horr. This refers to loans, as I understand it, on public and 
patented lands. Are we still having homestead entries outside of the 
lands that are in the reclamation projects? I didn’t think we were. 
There might be an occasional situation but I thought that under all 
of the rules that were being followed by the Interior Department on 
public lands there were practically no entries at this time. 
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Mr. Roserts. There may be a few yet. This problem of the entry- 
man was created and became quite an issue as a result of Public Law 
361, which was enacted in October 1949. It was the result of the 
passage of that act which made possible farm ownership loans to 
entrymen that these pressures were brought to bear to get this exclu- 
sion from the formula. 

Mr. Horr. Yes. 

Hr. Roserrs. How much activity there is currently, I would have 
to check, Mr. Hope. 

Mr. Horr. I doubt if there is very much; except in cases where 
public land has been brought into reclamation there would be very 
little, I would think. 

Mr. Roserts. The large majority of the loans to people on reclama- 
tion projects, of course, are to veterans and that is important. 

Mr. Horr. Yes. 

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if Mr. Roberts would mind submitting 
something for the record. 

Mr. Roserts. I would be glad to do that. 

Mr. Hore. To cover that. 

Mr. Roperts. Yes. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 

Loans to entrymen on unpatented public lands outside of reclamation projects 
have constituted a relatively small portion of the total funds which have been 
utilized under this authority. The Farmers’ Home Administration does not have 
readily available in its Washington office the amounts used for this purpose but 
they are not believed to average more than 10 to 15 percent of the total for 
both entrymen on unpatented public lands and settlers on reclamation projects. 
Total loans to both types of borrowers in the last three fiscal years are as follows: 


Se Se ee PRD la aS LAP A $3, 235, 000 
ee ee amends sciate co aeekaneieadee 2, 513, 000 
is ei ae tee, geek Le NS Li ea a 1, 738, 000 


Loans to entrymen on unpatented public lands have been made in those Western 
States which have small farm populations and low percentages of tenancy. For 
this reason, the States involved receive only small allotments of funds under the 
distribution formula set up in title I of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, 
as amended. When additional lands are opened for homestead entry, the amount 
of loans in the particular State might be quite substantial and could not be 
taken care of from the regular allotment of only about $100,000 that usually 
would be available to the State under the distribution formula. 

Mr. McIntire. Do I understand from this provision that this does 
in effect neutralize the formula; in other weelia say notwithstanding 
the formula we go ahead and appropriate such sums as the Appro- 
priation Committee may wish to appropriate ? 

Mr. Roserts. It neutralizes the formula, in part, in States where 
this authority is exercised. The formula applies to the extent of funds 
available, other than those used for reclamation projects, and then the 
distribution is made outside of the formula so that the State in which 
the reclamation project is located, or an entryman right is exercised, 
gets its part under the formula plus that part which is represented by 
the $3 million which I mentioned. 

Mr. McIntire. Thank you. 

Mr. Roserts. So the formula operates except on that part of the 
fund which is outside of the formula. Then the excluded sum is 
added onto the amount that the State receives under the formula. 

Mr. Poacr. What percentage is that? What is that $3 million out 
of? 
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Mr. Rozerts. Out of $19 million—about $3 million out of $19 mil- 
lion. 

If the committee is interested I could put in the record along with 
the statement that Mr. Hope asked for, a distribution in the current 
year by States. 

Mr. Poace. These reclamation States might want it. Does it simply 
result in giving them $3 million additional ? 

Mr. Roserts. That is what it amounts to in those States in which 
these rights are exercised. 

Mr. Warts. Is this one restricted to loans on reclamation projects 
and entry on public lands? 

Mr. Roserts. Not the total loan fund; no. The total fund is for our 
regular farm tenant-loan program. 

Mr. Warts. It covers the entire United States, the regular loan 
programs ? 

Mr. Ronerts. Yes, that is correct. 

Mr. Warts. That is based on the population ? 

Mr. Roserts. Population and prevalence of farm tenancy. 

Mr. Warts. This is an extra $5 million? 

Mr. Roserts. For this specific purpose. 

Mr. Warts. The regular fund on the distribution basis was not 
enough to take care of some reclamation areas, and so forth? 

Mr. Roserts. That is correct, sir. That is the reason the Appropria- 
tion Committee wrote in this special provision. 

Mr. Warts. You have now used about $3 million of the $5 million? 

Mr. Roserts. We have used about $3 million of the $5 limitation, 
yes. The remaining $16 million of the total of $19 million is dis- 
tributed to the States under the statutory formula. 

Mr. Warts. The reason there was not enough money is due to the 
fact that the population in States where they have reclamation 
projects is sparse ¢ 

Mr. Roserrs. Yes, the formula did not provide sufficient money in 
those States where there are reclamation projects. Tenancy was low 
and so on. 

Mr. Poace. Proceed. 

Mr. Hacen. Most of your pressure is brought against public lands? 

Mr. Roserts. We have had both, Mr. Hagen. We had considerable 
pressure in 1949, 1950, and 1951, I remember. 

Mr. Poace. Proceed. 


SINGLE ACCOUNT FOR FHA ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS 


Mr. Ropserrs. Section 9 (b) would provide that funds for admin- 
istrative expenses of the Farmers’ Home Administration may be 
placed in a single account when authorized by appropriation or other 
law. 

The annual appropriation act authorizes the transfer of snecific 
amounts from the farm tenant mortgage insurance fund to the sal- 
aries and expenses appropriation to cover part of the cost of the 
insured-loan program. 

Thus a nart of such cos‘s are borne by the appropriation. The 
appropriation language making transfers from the insurance fund 
to the appropriation is presumed to be subject to a point of order 
since it makes the funds so transferred (which by basic law are avail- 
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able only for expenses in connection with the mortgage-insurance 
program) available for expenses in connection with all programs 
administered under the appropriation for salaries and expenses. 
However, similar authority is included in section 1 (g) of H. R. 
11544 as passed a few days ago by the House. If that section be- 
comes law, section 9 (b) of H. R. 11682 could be eliminated from this 


bill. 


DEFINITION OF FCIC ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES AND PAYMENT FROM 
PREMIUM INCOME 


Section 10 would amend the Federal Crop Insurance Act to include 
the direct costs of loss adjusters in the definition of nonadministrative 
expenses for the Federal Crop Insurance Corp., by inserting the phrase 
“and the direct cost of loss adjusters for crop inspections and loss 
adjustments” appearing on page 6, line 25, and page 7, line 1, of H. R. 
11682; and authorize the Corporation to use premium income for 
administrative expenses and operating costs within limits prescribed 
in applicable appropriations as indicated in the last sentence of section 
10 appearing on page 7, lines 3 through 5. 

The annual appropriation act carries these authorities, but the pro- 
visions are presumably subject to a point of order as varying the 
definition and authority contained in the basic law for crop insurance. 

Direct costs of loss adjustments are generally considered by com- 
mercial insurance companies to be nonadministrative expenses and 
are usually paid from premium income. 

The proposal to use a portion of premium income for adminis- 
trative expenses is desirable in order to have sufficient flexibility in 
funds needed to cover sales costs. 

The cost of new sales is extremely variable since it is difficult to 
estimate in advance just what the volume of business will be. Thus, 
the proposed section would provide the needed flexibility and permit 
more effective operations. 

Mr. Poace. Does not that practice simply tend to make this crop 
insurance look worse? Isn’t it calculated to try to break down the 
crop insurance program? Isn’t that what we are doing here? 

Congress said we would pay administrative expenses whether 
rightly or wrongly. We said we would pay the administrative 
expenses. 

Now, this is the act whereby we dig into the premium income for 
something over $1 million that we do not have to, but we take that 
much more out of premium income and make it look that much worse. 
Isn’t that really what we are doing? 

Mr. Roperts. It depends entirely on the expenses and losses during 
a given year, Mr. Poage. If the premium income is not adequate 
to provide for those loss adjustment costs and whatever sales costs as 
may be over the appropriation provides for, then the costs obviously 
come out of capital funds. 

And to the extent that it does, it does serve to deplete the capital 
fund. You are right, it makes the corporation losses look worse. 

But if you look at both the capital fund and the administrative 
expense which in the last analysis comes from the Federal Treasury 
anyway, the result is identically the same. 
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Mr. Poacr. Yes; except it is a question of where you emphasize 
the loss—you have a loss—when you make it show up that the losses 
are greater on this thing, why you create some public resentment 
about it. Therefore, in the long run we get rid of it. 

I think there has been such a concerted effort on the part of a lot 
of people to get rid of this program, it has been a wonder we have 
been able to keep it going at all. 

It seems to me this is just another one of those practices that was 
intended to break down the program. 

Mr. Roserts. Certainly it is not our intention, Mr. Poage, to do so. 
We are very much interested in the crop insurance program and want 
to see it succeed. 

The thought here was to provide greater flexibility in loss adjust- 
ment work because you can’t tell in advance what the losses are going 
to be, and bear in mind we set up our appropriation estimates a year 
and a half in advance. 

We have no idea what our losses are going to be and what the loss 
adjustment costs will be. Similarly on the sales program, while we 
set up an estimated amount for a sales program, unless we do have 
flexibility to draw on premium income for whatever excess sales costs 
there may be, it means that we have to terminate a sales program, 
which may be a very successful one, before the period closes within 
which sales might well be made. 

And if that is done, we obviously impair the program and avoid a 
greater distribution of risk. 

Mr. Hore. Of course, you could meet the situation in another way 
by increasing the premiums. Would not this in the end increase the 
premiums ? 

Mr. Ropers. That is a point I wanted to make clear to the com- 
mittee, Mr. Hope. I am glad you brought it up. There is a bill 
pending in the Senate which would authorize an increase in the pre- 
mium rate and inclusion of costs of loss adjustments as a basis for 
premium rate computations. That bill is still pending. This pro- 
posal is not intended to substitute for that bill. 

Mr. Hore. Isn’t that a more direct and understandable way to get 
at the question? It seems to me that the question here is whether 
you should change the law to require that these items of expense be 
included in the premium. That is really what you are getting at, isn’t 
it, in an indirect way ? 

Mr. Roserrs. You are correct. Eventually, if we are going to take 
this course of action, over a period of years, a law such as S. 1165 
should be enacted to permit adjustment of premiums to take care 
of these costs. That would be the businesslike way of doing it. 

But without having such a law, the appropriation language carries 
this authority which is subject to a point of order. 

Mr. Horr. It seems to me that this is a bad way to get at it. In 
the end it will result in an increase in premiums. While you are doing 
it, as Mr. Poage has pointed out, you are impairing your capital by 
taking those funds and paying these increased costs. 

So it seems to me that the straight-out question here is what you 
want to include in the costs of the insurance. I think this committee 
ought to have an opportunity to make a clearcut decision on that rather 
than approach it here by the back door. 
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Mr. Hagen. According to your statement the appropriation bills 
contain this? 

Mr. Rosrrrs. Yes; it is being done now. 

Mr. Hagen. So it is nothing new? 

Mr. Roszerts. No; it isn’t. 

Mr. Hagen. I would not bring any new reflection on the program ? 

Mr. Roserts. It has the effect which I have pointed out and which 
both Mr. Hope and Mr. Poage have mentioned that when the premium 
income is not adequate, it results in a charge against the capital funds. 

Mr. Hagen. That does not happen today ? 

Mr. Roperts. Yes; it has. It happened last year. 

Mr. Ilacen. Still you took this premium income and paid it? 

Mr. lozerts. Yes, because it was so provided in the appropriation 
act. 

Mr. Warts. Under the present law are your administrative expenses 
im any way chargeable to the premium ? 

Mr. Roserts. No; the administrative expenses as defined by the 
basic law are provided by appropriation with a limitation, as I re- 
member, of a total of $12 million. 

Mr. Warts. Then do your nonadministrative expenses constitute 
the basis? : 

Mr. Roserts. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. Then by changing the definition of costs of loss adjusters 
from “administrative” to “nonadministrative” expenses, you do then 

rovide that the correct costs of loss adjustments become a nonadmin- 
istrative expense and do reflect themselves in the premium, don’t 
they ? 

Mr. Roserts. No. That is the point. They reflect themselves as 
charges against premium income, or if premium income is not ade- 
quate against the capital fund. But under the present law it is not 
possible to take these costs of loss adjustments into consideration in 
setting premium rates. 

Mr. Watts. What do you take into consideration in setting your 
premiums? 

Mr. Roserts. The present law provides for the fixing of adequate 
premiums for insurance in the agricultural commodity at such rates 
as the board deems sufficient to cover the claims for crop losses on such 
insurance, and to establish as expeditiously as possible a reasonable 
reserve against unforeseen losses. 

Mr. Warrs. Then you think by changing the direct costs of loss ad- 
justments from administrative to nonadministrative would not au- 
thorize you to charge them against the premium ? 

Mr. Roserts. That is right, sir. We cannot use those costs in com- 
puting the premium rates. 

Mr. Warts. But it would deplete the capital structure. 

Mr. Roserts. If the total premium income was not sufficient to cover 
losses and provide a reserve then we would have to draw on the capital 
to pay the loss adjustment costs. 

fr. Warts. If by adding these expenses you further depleted your 
premium income, would that be a basis for raising the premiums? 

Mr. Roserts. It has been interpreted that it would not. We have 
to charge the capital fund if premium income is not adequate. 

Mr. Poage. / MI right, proceed. 
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AUTHORIZATION TO ACQUIRE LAND 


Mr. Roserrs. Section 11 (a) authorizes the Department to acquire 
land by purchase, exchange, or otherwise when so provided in the 
applicable appropriation or other law. 

Some agencies of the Department have basic authority to acquire 
land when required in the conduct of their programs. From time to 
time it is necessary for other agencies to acquire land. 

For instance, the 1957 Appropriation Act contains authority for the 
Agricultural Research Service to acquire land for the construction of a 
new research laboratory at Winter Haven, Fla., and for the national 
seed storage facility, which will be constructed in Colorado. 

Provisions of this type are presumably subject to a point of order 
as legislation in appropriation acts. The proposed section would not 
affect in any way existing authorities for the acquisition of land, such 
as the Weeks Act and acts of that kind. It would still be necessary 
to obtain specific authority in appropriations or other law for land 
acquisitions under the proposed section 11 (a). 

The Cuamman. Why was it you did not come to the legislative 
committee to obtain legislation before submitting this matter to the 
Appropriations Committee? 

Mr. Roserrs. Such as the Seed Storage Laboratory and Winter 
Haven Laboratory ? 

The Cuarrman. That is something that has been talked about. Is 
that what you call the seed bank? 

Mr. Roserts. That is the seed bank; yes, sir. 

The Cuarmman. You went to the Appropriations Committee and 
obtained the money for the seed bank, and you circumvented this com- 
mittee. After the seed bank was underway, then you came to this 
committee. 

I have been considering the seed bank idea for 3 or 4 years. Iam not 
sure, but I think we have a bill before this committee. I am not posi- 
tive about it, but I know this committee has been interested in the 
matter. 

Mr. Drxon. I put a bill in. 

The Cuamman. When was that, this year or last year? 

Mr. Drxon. This year. 

Mr. Roserts. I think you introduced a bill providing for it, Mr. 
Dixon. 

The Cuamman. You now have the seed bank underway and 
financed. I do not like the idea of your circumventing the legislative 
committee and going to the Appropriations Committee and starting 
action and after embarking on the program you come to this com- 
mittee. 

It is out in your State, isn’t it, Mr. Hill? 

Mr. Huu. Yes. Agricultural College. 

The Cuarrman. Why was it that the Department went around this 
committee ? 

Mr. Roserts. I just checked with Mr. Grant, who is the assistant 
budget officer in the Department. He tells me that this question of 
the seed bank came up for considerable discussion and with a great 
deal of support by outside witnesses before the Appropriations Com- 
mittees on the 1956 agricultural appropriation bill, 
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And, as I recall, the Appropriations Committees directed the De- 
partment to consider an estimate for such a facility in its 1957 
estimates. 

The CuarrmMan. Directed the Department to do it? 

Mr. Roserts. In its report; yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Well, then, you say that the idea of the seed bank 
originated with the Appropriations Committee and not with the De- 
partment of Agriculture; is that it? 

Mr. Roserts. Oh, it was some of both. The idea of the seed bank 
has been under discussion between the Department, the land-grant 
colleges, and the seed trade for a number of years. It has come up 
periodically. 

The CHarrmMan. How many items are in the bill before us for which 
you are seeking legislative authority? There are several in number. 

Mr. Roserts. There are 3 that are legislative authority in the sense 
that language is not now carried in the appropriations bill, Mr. 
Cooley. 

The Cuamman, Just 3? 

Mr. Roserts. I mentioned the one in section 8. In addition there 
are sections 12 and 13. 

The Cuarrman. You referred to the Organic Act of 1944 in the 
early part of your statement. That is the act in which we gave legis- 
lative authority for numerous activities of the Department? 

Mr. Roserts. Yes. In the 1944 Organic Act we picked up a good 
many. There were a large number of items that were then subject to 
a point of order, and had been before that time carried in the Appro- 
priation -Act. 

The Cuarrman. Do you not think it is bad practice for the Appro- 
priations Committee to initiate and prosecute these activities without 
legislative authority ? 

Mr. Roserts. Most of these activities, Mr. Chairman, that we are 
now bringing before you for consideration, as point of order items, 
have been written into the bill by the Appropriations Committee. 

The Cuarrman. With the acquiescence of the Department of Agri- 
culture. I think Mr. Pace, former member of the committee, was the 
man who made a thorough investigation, it is my recollection, of 
hundreds of items. 

Mr. Rozerts. That was a much more complex bill than this one. 

The Cuarrman. Surely, it was. Hereafter when a matter of this 
kind comes up, it seems to me that the Department should come im- 
mediately to this committee. 

Mr. Roserts. In many cases the Appropriations Committee acts, 
Mr. Chairman, and we do not know that they are going to act on a 
given item before they report out a bill. 

The CHamman. Sometimes I[ think they would like to take all of 
the functions of this committee. 

Mr. Roserrs. I assure you that it is our intention to work closely 
with this committee. We are not trying to circumvent it. 

Mr. Horr. It seems to me that we should commend the Department 
for coming up here with a bill in order to meet these situations. 
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The Cuamman. I commend them for coming but they came a little 
too late. It would be a whole lot better if they had come to this com- 
mittee first. 

Mr. Horr. That is perhaps true. And yet I agree with what Mr. 
Roberts says, in most cases these items were put in the bill by the 
Appropr iations Committee. 

The Cuarrman. I am not trying to attach all of the blame to the 
Department. But when that matter came up before the Committee 
on Appropriations, the Department at least could have called it to 
our attention. We could have started on them. 

Mr. Horr. Let me ask this question about the seed bank. 

As I understand it, the only point at issue here is the authority 
to purchase land to use in the seed bank. You are using the seed 
bank as an illustration of the case where you have no authority to pur- 
chase land except that the authority was given to you by the Appro- 
priations Committee in the appropriations bill. 

Mr. Rozerts. That is correct. 

Mr. Horr. For 1957. Is there any question about the authority of 
the Department under the Organic Act to set up a seed bank? 

Mr. Roserts. No; there is no question of authority. We can go 
ahead-on that. All we are saying here is that the seed bank is an 
example of the need for some continuing authority from the Congress 
for the acquisition of land for this kind of a purpose. 

And the proposal here is to avoid in the future what happened on 
the seed-bank case. 

Mr. Horr. You have the authority to set up the seed bank, but don’t 
have the authority 

Mr. Roserts. To acquire the land. 

Mr. Horr. To buy the land? 

Mr. Roserts. That is correct, to buy or accept by donation. 

Mr. Poace. About this matter that you suggested of the Appropri- 
ations Committee instructing you to inc Jude an item of this kind | in 
your budget, I am delighted to find that the Department is taking 
instructions from any committee of the Congress. 

I just wonder if you take instructions only from the Appropriations 
Subcommittee or do you take such instructions from this committee, 
too? 

Mr. Roserts. I think we take instructions from both, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Poace. Then do I understand that if this committee requests—I 
won’t say instructs because I do not think they have any right to in- 
struct you—requests you to put an item in your budget in your request 
for money next year, that you will probably put it there if we request it. 

Mr. Roserts. We would be glad to consider it—certainly. 

But bear in mind we have budgetary limitations that we have to 
adhere to. 

Mr. Poace. When the Appropriations Committee instructed you to 
put it there, it just went in automatically. That is the way I under- 
stood your statement a moment ago. 

You said the Appropriations Committee instructed you to include 
this item in your budget. 

Mr. Roserts. It is my recollection that the House and Senate Ap- 
propriations Committees, in their 1956 reports, instructed the Depart- 
ment to take into consideration the need for this seed bank and to 
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consider it in submitting its estimates to the Congress for 1957. And 
that was done. 

It was not until the committee reports were out that there was any 
knowledge on our part of the committees’ action. 

The Cuairman. You knew when they called upon you to place the 
item in your budget, that they were giving serious consideration to 
making provision “for a seed bank? 

Mr. Roserts. Surely. 

The CuarrMan. It seems to me then that if the Department thought 
well of the idea that the Department should have sent sp an executive 
communication asking for authority from the legislative committee. 

The facility is out in Colorado. Here is a man from Color ado, Mr. 
Hill, sitting on this committee. He couldn’t claim much credit for 
having put it out there, certainly. 

Mr. Roperts. The committee did not direct its location. And it was 
not until this matter had been given very careful consideration that 
we knew where it was going to be located. 

As a matter of fact, the question of its location was discussed with 
the committee during consideration of the 1957 bill. 

Mr. Poace. How does it come that the Appropriations Committee 
locates these things? Suppose we gave the instruction about where to 
put a seed bank, what would you do ‘about it 2 

Mr. Roserts. We would have to consider it, Mr. Poage. 

Mr. Poace. Well, that is all right. You will consider anything that 
is printed in the newspapers—you will consider it, of course. 

But you tell us the Apptoptistisns Committee, they send you in- 


structions. That is not a matter of consideration. They just give you 


instructions. That is what disturbs me. 

Apparently you accept instructions from that committee but from 
this committee you are glad to consider our suggestion. That is about 
what it comes to; isn’t ‘it? 

Mr. Roserrs. No; I think if your instructions were just as definite 
as theirs were, we would give it the same consideration, Mr. Poage. 

Mr. Poace. You said—and I did not put words in your ‘mouth—you 
made the statement half an hour ago, that the Appropriations Com- 
mittee instructed you to include this item in your budget. So it went 
into your budget. 

Mr. Roperts. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Poacr. Well now, if we had instructed you to put an item in 
your budget you say it would not necessarily go in. When the Ap- 
propriations Committee instructs you it goes in automatically. 

r. Roserts. I did not intend to leave such an impression, Per- 
haps we are playing on words. The Appropriations Committee sug- 
gested consideration of providing for a seed bank. 

Mr. Poacer. I haven’t any objection to the Appropriations Commit- 
tee making suggestions to you and your considering their suggestions. 
I think you should. But I do not like the idea of your taking instruc- 
tions from them and only advice from the legislative committee. 

Mr. Hope. We have, of course, authority to pass legislation com- 
manding the Department to do something. 

Mr. Poace. No—wait just a second—we have the authority to bring 
in a bill to the House and the House has the authority to pass it. The 
Appropriations Committee has the same kind of authority, to bring in 
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a bill, but they do not bring in bills. They do not go to the floor of the 
House. 

They instruct the Department of Agriculture without ever appear- 
ing on the floor of the House and without other Members of the House, 
including the members of the Committee on Agriculture, even knowing 
what they are doing. They hold secret sessions. We have our doors 
open. These people today are hearing what we have got to say. We 
have a record being made. 

There isn’t a human being except you and God and the Appropria- 
tions Committee knows what is going on over there. You go behind 
closed doors there and accept instructions over there, when nobody 
can know anything about it. Here the public knows what is going on. 
And we refer our actions to the House. They do not refer anything 
tothe House. They referitto you. And get action. 

Mr. Roserts. I think you have overlooked the fact that this bill did 
come to the floor of the House and was acted on by the House. 

Mr. Poace. You took your instructions long before there was any 
bill. You got instructions—— 

Mr. Rozerrs. That is correct. 

Mr. Poagr (continuing). To put it in your budget. 

Mr. Rozerts. That is correct. 

Mr. Poace. That was instructions to go into your budget. It just 
seems to me that maybe we ought to go to closing the doors and kick- 
ing out the public, and firing the stenographer, and getting you up 
here and saying, “Here, can’t we make a deal with you” ? 

The Cuatrman. I would like to make one observation. It seems to 
me that it is a rather unfortunate situation which we are in. The 
legislative committee is called upon, after the activity has been 
started, to put our approval upon it. 

It seems to me that hereafter, whenever an item appears in the Agri- 
cultural Appropriations Act for which there is no legislative authority, 
the Department should immediately call that matter to the attention 
of this committee. 

First, to the end that the committee might be advised so that it 
might take such action as was deemed appropriate. 

Second, that it might, if it approves the idea, initiate legislation to 
give the authority. 

Mr. Roserts. I would like, Mr, Chairman, to clear up one point. 
We are not coming to this committee to ask this committee for au- 
thority to do something we have already started. The authority is 
in the appropriation bill. It was passed by Congress. 

We can go ahead. We do not have to have any additional authority. 

The Cuarrman. If know that. 

Mr. Roserts. The proposal in this bill is to provide the Department 
with continuing authority to meet similar situations in the future 
provided they are covered by appropriation language—— 

The Cuarrman. Yes. ; 

Mr. Roserts. To acquire land or to accept donations of land for 
situations such as occurred in the seed bank case. 

The Cuarrman. All right, suppose the appropriations come up for 
that same item next year. You know it wil be subject to a point of 


order. You would have your activity initiated and underway and the 
point of order takes it away from you. 
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Mr. Roserts. It will not be in the bill next year, Mr. Chairman, 
because the authority to acquire the land, the money to build the 
facility, was provided in 1957, and that language will be dropped out 
in the 1958 budget. It won’t be necessary to have it. 

The Cuarmman. You want us not only to approve all, but to give you 
carte blanche authority to continue. 

Mr. Roserts. We are not asking you to approve authority to acquire 
land for the seed bank building. It has been approved by the Con- 
gress already. 

In this bill we are proposing to avoid a point of order on such an 
item in the future. e are suggesting that this committee recommend 
to the Congress legislation which would provide continuing authority 
to acquire land when a proposal of this kind comes up and is handled 
by the Appropriations Committee. 

The CuarrMan. It is impossible for any member of this committee 
to look at a huge agricultural appropriation bill, item by item, and 
tell quickly whether or not there is a legislative authority for each 
item in that bill. You know that is impossible for every member to 
do that. 

As Mr. Poage says they have closed sessions and they bring a bill 
out in a hurried condition and call it.up on the floor of the House be- 
fore the ink is even dry on the paper and we go into that. That is 
all I have to say. 

Mr. Horr. While we are on this subject, I would like to make this 
comment. This question, of course, is nothing new. It isn’t anything 
that relates to the agricultural Sper opr bill any more than any 
other bill. It is a continuing struggle, ever since the Legislative Re- 
organization Act of 1921 was passed which set up separate appropria- 
tion committees. 

It is a continuous struggle that has gone on between legislative and 
appropriations committees. 

And it got so bad back in 1943, I think it was, that after this com- 
mittee protested to the Appropriations Committee about these items, 
that we went to the Rules Committee and protested the granting of 
the rule, which would waive points of order on agricultural appro- 
priations bills. 

The committee accepted our side of the controversy and refused to 
give a rule. And we made points of order on innumerable items in 
the bill. 

The situation then was far more extensive than it is now. And the 
result was that we came in with the Organic Act of 1944, and straight- 
ened that situation out. 

This isn’t anything like as widespread a condition as existed back 
in those days because not only was the Appropriations Committee in- 
serting many, many legislative items, but some of the farm organiza- 
tions had gotten to a place where they were entirely bypassing the 
Agricultural Committee and going to the Appropriations Committee 
and getting their legislative proposals enacted in the appropriations 
bill. 

So that I think that the Department is to be commended for coming 
up here with this bill. 

I do not think the Department should be criticized for doing what 
we perhaps should have done ourselves before this. 
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The Cuarrman. If you will yield. I am not criticizing the Depart- 
ment. I am suggesting that whenever this situation arises before the 
Appropriations Committee in the future, they, the Department, cer- 
tainly, should call it to the attention of this committee. That 1s all 
I am suggesting. 

You have called it to our attention, but it is after the matter has 
been debated behind closed doors and considered behind closed doors 
and the bill is reported and it comes to the floor. 

I am sure that it is just as much our responsibility as anybody 
else’s responsibility to scrutinize appropriation bills. Seldom, if ever, 
do you go over an appropriation bill with the idea of finding out what 
activity has been considered. 

Mr. Horr. It is very seldom any appropriation bill comes up, that 
does not have some item that is subject to a point of order. Perhaps 
they have been a little more subtle in the committee in recent years 
and concealed these items a little better than they did a few years 
ago when this question came up in such an aggravated form. 

In those days they were getting rather arbitrary about it. They just 
admittedly ignored the legislative committee. 

The Cuarrman, In the future perhaps it would be a good idea to 
have the staff of this committee to search the record and examine 
every item in every appropriation bill. I would rather pass on it then 
‘ather than hold a post mortem on it later. 

Mr. Poace. We do not have an opportunity. They schedule the 
bill at 12 o’clock and at 11:59 they bring out the bill. And you can 
see it during that 1 minute. 

Mr. Harvey. I am interested in this seed bank. 

What is the idea—what is back of that—what is the purpose of that? 

The CuHatrman. I have considered it. They have seed that will 
deteriorate and be lost forever to all mankind if they do not put them 
away and preserve them and experiment with them in future years. 

Sometimes they find seed that is not worth anything at the present 
time which will be developed in the future for some very useful pur- 
pose. You have seed years and years old; do you not ¢ 

Mr. Roperts: Yes. 

The Cuarrman. Not as old as those under the pyramids of Egypt, 
however. 

Mr. Hitn. You could not carry on an experimental project.in ¢aring 
for and keeping seeds under various climatic conditions unless you had 
a laboratory. It is my understanding that is what you hope to have 
out of the bill we just recently passed. 

It will be located at Colorado A, and M. College, Fort Collins, Colo. 

Mr. Roserts. Yes. 

Mr. Harvey. How did it happen to go to Colorado? 

Mr. Hin. Let me answer that. We didn’t say a word about it com- 
ing to Colorado until they had examined all of the places like Iowa 
and Indiana, and all west of the Mississippi and the Missouri Valley 
and decided that it should be between Colorado and Utah. 

Utah is just a little farther over the mountains than Colorado and 
thev took Fort Collins. 

Mr. Poacr. Will you proceed ? 

Mr. Roserts. The next item is an old one that has been carried in 
the Appropriation Act for years. It was considered by this committee 
when we were working with you in drafting the organic act in 1944. 
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And the committee decided that it was not of enough consequence to 
write it into substantive legislation. 

It is a question of whether the Department should have basic legis- 
lative authority to pay not to exceed $1 for options on land purchases. 
We occasionally have a situation where we have to take an option on 
the land, and the language has been put in the appropriation bill. It 
has been carried there for years. 

It is just a question of whether you want to take it up and put it in 
this bill. This committee decided once before not to include it. 

The Cuarrman. I have some recollection that I communicated with 
the Department myself about this seed-bank proposal in 1955. I think 
it must have been long before the proposition was discussed in the 
Appropriations Committee. I have requested Mr. Heimburger to find 
my communication. 

What actually happened is that this time you got by without a 
point of order. Now you want to be sure that you get by in the future 
even if a point of order is made because the point of order would not 
be sustained if you get this blanche authority to go ahead to buy what 
you want to buy. 

Mr. Roserts. It would not be subject to a point of order if this lan- 
guage is adopted, provided the authority for the acquisition of land 
is carried in the appropriation bill. 

The CuarrmMan. That is right. 

Mr. Roserts. Payments for options to purchase land: Section 11 
(b) would authorize the Department to use appropriations available 
for purchase of land for the payment of options for land purchases 
at not to exceed $1 for each option. 

The annual appropriation act has included such authority for many 
years. It is presumed to be subject to a point of order because au- 
thority to purchase land does not automatically authorize payment 
for options to purchase the property. 

The Comptroller General has held that funds are not available for 
the cost of options in the absence of specific statutory authority. 


TRAVEL EXPENSES OF PERSONNEL INSPECTING, CLASSING, AND GRADING 
AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES 


Section 12 would authorize the Department of Agriculture to pay 
travel expenses between places of recruitment and duty and for 
travel while at such duty points, of persons appointed for temporary 
or seasonal services in inspection, grading, and classing of agricultural 
commodities. 

These activities require the services of trained personnel who are 
willing to work on a seasonal or temporary basis and who must fre- 
quently be recruited from localities quite distant from the area of 
work, 

Because of the short duration of work, and distances involved, many 
refuse employment if forced to pay their own travel expenses. AI- 
though we are now paying travel expenses of these employees, the 
General Accounting Office has informally requested that we seek 
specific legislative authority for continuation of the practice. 

Mr. Warts. I know at home when the graders are used in Maryland 
they get a per diem. They may be living in Kentucky and assigned 
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to duty 200 miles away and they are not permitted to get per diem 
although it is impossible for them to commute. 

As I understand this provision it would provide to cover a situation 
of that kind. 

Mr. Roserts. That is correct. It would permit us to pay for the 
travel expenses between places of recruitment and places of duty 
and while at such duty points, of persons who are appointed for sea- 
sonal work in classing, grading, and inspection activities. 

It is particularly acute in the case of tobacco graders and cotton 
classers. 

The Cuarrman. I have people in my area who are doing this ey 
tion work. As has been pointed out they have to travel a hundred 
miles today, some of them, and they do not get any mileage at all, 
and do not get any per diem. 

And they are on seasonal work only, employed part of the year. 
If this provision goes in, would you be able to pay them? 

Mr. Roperts. Yes; if we have a tobacco aralae for example, who 
is qualified as a tobacco grader living in North Carolina, and we need 
his services in South Carolina, it will permit us to pay his travel 
expenses to South Carolina and while at the temporary-duty point. 

The CHatrman. I have been talking with Mr. Rhodes about it 
recently. It does seem to me that it is a hardship on some of these 
seasonal employees to have to commute as far as they do. Would 
this enable you to pay them for the distance they have to commute? 

Mr. Roserts. I am not sure that I understand your problem. 

The Cuatrman. The man is living in Henderson, N. C., actually 
working in Goldsboro, for instance. 

Mr. Roserts. He wants to commute daily ? 

The CuarrMan. He has to commute, the only way he can do it. 
He cannot afford to move his family down there just for the season, 
the time that particular market is open, because when he completes 
his work there, he goes to the eastern belt and from the eastern belt 
goes to the old belt and then out to Kentucky. 

Of course, you do not expect him to pay his expense from one State 
to the other. 

Mr. Roserts. Mr. Cooley, I have talked with Mr. Mostow, the 
representative from the General Counsel’s Oflice, who is here, and 
he says this would cover the situation you are talking about. 

The Cuatrman. I hope it does, because the Director of the Inspec- 
tion Branch, I think, agreed that something should be done. 

You cannot keep eg employees unless you do provide some way 
of taking care of their compensation and their travel expenses. 

Mr. Him. If you will yield, I would like to bring up another ques- 
tion right on this very point. That is this: Why do certain depart- 
ments under the Department of Agriculture—why do some of them 
pay 10 cents a mile on the use of a car and others only 7 cents? 

Mr. Cooley, that won’t help your boys at all down there if you are 
only going to pay a man 7 cents a mile for operating an automobile. 
I know, because we have kept the record on these automobiles. And 
you just cannot operate an automobile at 7 cents a mile. 

Now, you are going to increase the taxes again if the road bill is 
signed by the President. And I would like to see the Department 
pay themall 10cents. Some of them you only pay 7. 
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Mr. Roserts. Mr. Hill, that is a different question entirely. 

Mr. Hiv. It is. This is a good place to bring it up because you 
are the budget official down there and these boys should not be held 
to arty 7 cents. They cannot operate their car at 7 cents. 

The Cuairman. Better get 7 cents than nothing at all. 

Mr. Hix. He better get the expense of operating an automobile if 
you expect to keep good men. 

Mr. Roserrs. The authority for increasing mileage rates is in the 
TraveFExpense Act passed by the Congress-here about a year ago. 

Mr. Huw. That is the Appropriations Committee again ? 

Mr. Roserts. No, that is a legislation. Public Law 189, ap- 
proved July 28, 1955, authorized a mileage rate of not to exceed 10 
cents a mile. At that time the Department of Agriculture examined 
the situation in all of its agencies. We made cost studies and came 
up with the result that in the Department of Agriculture, for the 
nature of the travel that we had, 7 cents a mile was then adequate. 
This was a year ago. All of the agencies of the Department agreed 
to that. We have that as a uniform situation in the Department. 
One agency of the Department is not paying 10 and another 7. 

However, in view of the increased costs of operation and the in- 
creased costs of cars themselves, we started a study here a few weeks 
ago to determine whether it is desirable or necessary to increase the 
7-cent rate to 8, 9, or 10 cents. 

That, study, is now in process. I hope we will have something on 
it within the next week or so. We will then make a new determina- 
tion. 

Mr. Huw. I want to place myself on record as being in favor of 


paying these men because you will find your Department has very 
few men that don’t have ~~ degrees. Paid a high cost and high 


price for their education. You want to give them an automobile 
and let them run it at their own expense. 

I know something about county agent work. Unless you have a 
fine group of county commissioners, the first thing you know the 
county agent, demonstration agents were paying money out of their 

kets. 
a: It may be, Mr. Hill, that some of the county agents 
are getting 10 cents because they are not under Federal direction and 
supervision. 

r. Hux. Exactly. That is what is happening in many places 
because the local people understand that you cannot operate a car over 
the types and kinds of roads that some of these men must operate over. 

Mr. Roserts. The Federal Travel Expense Act does not apply to 
the county agents. 

Mr. Hitt. This is an important matter because we do lose a fine 
type of man because he can get a better job at a higher rate. We lose 
aloft this experience. 

Mr.* Roserts. Mr. Mostow has a response he would like to make to 
your question, Mr* Cooley, if that is satisfactory. ; Ri 

Mr. Mostow. We were in a meeting with some people in the Agri- 
cultural Marketing Service recently and raised this very question that 

ou have mentioned. As I understand it, the problem comes about 
ause we will hire a man, a tobacco grader at, say, Henderson, and 
he will buy a house there and get permanently stationed and then next 
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year he may be required to transfer his working point, his official 
Station, to a point 50 or 100 or more miles away. And that is one of 
the problems which this language will overcome. 

The Cuamman. That is what I hope it will overcome, because I can 
see you are going to lose some good men if you do not make provision 


for that. 

I would like to go back one minute, and I do this in defense of this 
committee. I thought I was right about it. 

In May 1955 I wrote a letter to Secretary Benson about the seed 
bank re pointed out to him that I understood the seed had been 
brought from the far corners of the world and that it was necessary 
or desirable to find a safe place to store them, so that the germination 
might be retarded or retained for a long period of years, 

And on May 27, 1955, he wrote me a letter replying to my letter in 
Which he said : 


We are aware of the need for this facility and recognize that it would benefit 
our own crop improvement research pogram as well as those of cooperating State 
agricultural experiment stations and private industry plant breeders. We plan 
to review the needs for this seed storage facility in relation to other needs and 
financial resources as a part of the regular 1957 budget process. 


I have a memorandum which Mr. Heimburger prepared and put in 
the file thereafter : 


Proponents of the national seed bank appeared before the Appropriations Sub- 
committee this year and received favorable attention from the subcommittee 
members. There was no item for such a building in the Department’s budget, 
however, and no funds were provided for this purpose. 

In its report the Appropriations Committee mentioned this proposal in language 
which sounded sympathetic to the proposal, but said that it thought the matter 
should come from the Department of Agriculture in its regular budget after 
consideration of building needs throughout the country. WV 

Since the Secretary already has the authority to construct this building and 
since the Appropriations Committee seems sympathetic to the project, it seems 
to me that the best approach might be for you to address a letter somewhat along 
the lines of the attached draft to the Secretary asking him to commit himself to 
include an item for a seed storage facility in his next departmental budget, 


So, apparently, I only requested it and the Appropriations Com- 
mittee directed it. [ Laughter. ] 

Hereafter we will put words in there, “We direct you to do this,” 
Mr. Heimburger. [Laughter.] 

(The letters are as follows :) 

May —, 1955. 
Hon: Ezra T. BENSON, 
Secretary of Agriculture, Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Secretary: During the past few months I have received a large 
number of requests from the most responsible sources, for congressional action 
to bring about the construction and operation by the Department of Agriculture 
of a seed-storage facility where seeds which might have some future value to 
American agriculture could be safely stored and their germination retained for 
a long period of time. 

It is pointed out that many of the most valuable varieties of agricultural crops 
have been developed from parent seed stocks which are no longer cultivated as 
crops and which may, in fact, have been wild varieties which have never been 
cultivated domestically. Many of these seeds have been brought to the United 
States from the far corners of the world, and in spite of some effort at preserva- 
tion of seed stocks by experiment stations and commercial seed breeders, it seems 
likely that many of these parent stocks will eventually be lost unless there is an 
intentional and scientific effort made to preserve them. 

I would be happy to introduce a bill directing the Secretary of Agriculture to 
plan and construct such a seed-storage facility but I find upon investigation 
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that you have the legal authority to take that action and I am reluctant to sponsor 
a bill directing you to do something for which authority already exists. I be- 
lieve, however, that such a facility should be operated by the Department and 
I believe many other Members of Congress share this viewpoint. I am informed 
that the House Appropriations Committee has indicated that it would not take 
an unfriendly attitude toward an item for this purpose in the Department budget. 

It seems to me that inclusion of such an item in your next departmental budget 
would be the proper way to determine congressional policy on this matter, and 
I would welcome a letter from you indicating your intention in this respect. 
I am sure that such a clear statement from you would satisfy those who are 
deeply interested in this meritorious proposal. 

Sincerely yours, 
HAro_p D, Coo.Ley, Chairman. 


MAy 27, 1955. 
Hon. Harorpd D. Coo.ey, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN CooLEy: This is in reply to your recent letter relative to 
the construction and operation by this Department of a seed-storage facility for 
preserving seed stocks of crop varieties of value in future breeding programs. 

We are aware of the need for this facility and recognize that it would benefit 
our own crop improvement research programs as well as those of cooperating 
State agricultural experiment stations and private industry plant breeders. We 
plan to review the needs for this seed storage facility, in relation to other needs 
and financial resources, as a part of the regular 1957 budget process. 

We sincerely appreciate your interest in this facility and the Department’s 
research program. 

Sincerely yours, 
BE. L. PETERSON, 
Assistant Secretary. 

Mr. Horr. No one knows whether the Department responded to your 
ee or the Appropriations Committee direction. [Laughter.] 

he CHarrman. I guess that is right. 

Mr. Poace. You have only one more item, Mr. Roberts. Proceed. 

Mr. Roserts. The last section of this bill is another item which is not 
a point of order item but a facilitating authority which we would like 
this committee to consider and earnestly hope that you will include 
it m any bill you report. 

It should be section 13. In the bill it is designated as section 14. 


FOREST SERVICE WORKING CAPITAL FUND 


The last section would establish a working capital fund for furnish- 
ing supply and a services in support of the programs of the 
Forest. Service. The language is the same as that included in the 
1957 budget. 

In the act making appropriations for the Forest Service for 1957 
this item was eliminated. It was not included in the act as finally 
passed. The House Committee on Appropriations stated in its report 
on the appropriation bill that the matter should first be considered by 
the ti legislative committee. 

The enactment of this provision would meet the need of the Forest 
Service for a better method of financing and accounting for the supply, 
equipment, and other service operations which are necessary to support 
programs, many of which are of an emergency nature, at many loca- 
tions throughout the country. 

The working capital fund method is in use successfully in two other 
similar operations in the Department. One is at Beltsville and the 
other is in our central duplicating photographic plants at headquarters 
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here in Washington. The first such fund was established in 1943. 
Similar funds also exist in several other agencies of the Government. 

To state it briefly, a.working.capital fund is.a.facilitating-admin- 
istrative device which greatly simiplifies the problem of providing 
services to numerous progams. It minimizes the complexities of 
yrocurement and accounting and makes it less difficult to maintain the 
integrity of appropriations. 

The capital in this kind of fund is never impaired or depleted since 
all services supplied smust:be paid for-by.the program receiving them. 

I would like to emphasize that no appropriation would be required 
to establish the working capital fund proposed in this bill. The cap- 
ital would be provided by the transfer of existing inventories of sup- 
plies and equipment and other assets. 

This fund would enable the Forest Service to provide, in a more 
efficient and businesslike manner, the support required for its programs 
which, in addition to their widespread nature, involve emergencies 
caused by fires, floods, and other disasters. 

We would transfer to the fund as its original assets the inventories 
of supplies and equipment which are now in the Forest Service hands 
and which have been purchased from the various appropriations that 
are available for carrying out Forest Service activities. 

Thereafter these common service supplies and equipment would be 
used by the various activities in the Forest Service from this central 
source, and the central source would bill the Forest service appropria- 
tion for which the service wasrendered:. 

Thus, if fire-control activities needed certain supplies and equip- 
ment, trucks, and so on, they would be furnished from the working 
capital-fund operation and the fire-control appropriation would be 
charged on a daily-rate basis for the use of that equipment, or for 
whatever supplies were issued. 

Similarly, if supplies were needed for construction in connection 
with the forest management and protection activities, those supplies 
would come from this common source and the appropriation for the 
protection and management of the national forests would be charged. 

As it is now, we buy certain equipment. from the appropriation for 

rotection and management of the national forests, and then if it 

came necessary to use such equipment-for fire-fighting, we reim- 
burse the national forest protection and management fund at a later 
date. This is a very cumbersome and time-consuming procedure. 
This section would provide a more businesslike way of doing it. 

The proposal has been cleared with both the Budget Bureau and 
u Comptroller General’s Office. They are both very much in favor 
of it. 

' — eae You would like to get your supplies in larger batches, 
take it ¢ 

Mr. Roserts. It would centralize the supplies and equipment into 
a larger inventory which would provide for much better utilization 
than we ‘have now, and more businessliké*methods of charging the 
costs to the proper appropriation and activity. 

That is all I have Mr. Chairman. I have provided the committee 
with a more detailed description item by item of the bill. 
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(The document is as follows :) 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE—SUMMARY OF PROvISIONS oF H. R. 
11682, H. R. 11699, and S. 3991 
« 
ERADICATION OF FOOT-AND-MOUTH AND OTHER CONTAGIOUS DISEASES OF ANIMALS 
AND POULTRY 


Section 2 


Payment of claims for exposed materials 


The appropriation act includes authority for payment of claims growing out 
of destruction of materials affected by or exposed to contagious animal diseases. 

Existing basic authority (Act of May 29, 1884, as amended) provides for pay- 
ment of claims for destruction of exposed or diseased animals and poultry but 
makes no provision for payments for the destruction of materials affected by 
or exposed to contagious or infectious animal diseases. It is proposed to amend 
this basic statute to authorize the payment of indemnities for such materials. 
It is also proposed to revise slightly the language of section 11 of the 1884 act 
for editorial clarity. 

Section 3 


Extension of facilitating authorities for eradication activities 

The appropriation act extends the facilitating authorities now contained in 
the act of February 28; 1947 (21 U. S. C. 114c), relating to the foot-and-mouth 
eradication and control program in Mexico, to all eradication activities under 
this item. The principal authorities involved are: (1) Expenditures for printing 
and binding at places other than the Government Printing Office, (2) the pur- 
chase or hire of passenger motor vehicles and aircraft to meet emergencies with- 
out reference to existing limitations, and (3) the construction and operation of 
research laboratories, quarantine stations, and other buildings and facilities. 

Since these authorities are not contained in the act of May 29, 1884, which is 
the basic authority for the Department to control and eradicate animal diseases, 
the language in the appropriation act is subject to a point of order. The bill 
proposes to overcome this point of order by amending the act of February 28, 
1947, to extend the same authorities to activities conducted under the act of 
May 29, 1884. 

Section 4 


Eapenses of advisory committees 

The appropriation act authorizes the Forest Service to pay the travel expenses 
of advisory councils or similar groups. This provision was inserted in the 
appropriation act to enable the Forest Service to pay the expenses of advisory 
committees or councils which advise the Forest Service on the administration 
of national forest lands. The act of March 4, 1909 (31 U. S. C. 673) prohibits 
the payment of expenses of committees whose creation is not authorized by law. 
Although the act of June 27, 1944 (31 U. 8S. C. 696) appears to have modified the 
1909 act to the extent of permitting an appropriation for payment of expenses 
of certain committees, the appropriation language in this case is considered 
subject to a point of order since it does not specifically name the committees 
involved. 

There is need from time to time for similar authority in other agencies of the 
Department. Therefore, the bill includes a section which would authorize the 
payment of expenses of committees established to advise on programs of the 
Department. As a matter of permanent legislation it does not appear desirable 
to limit this: prevision to only one-agency of the Department. The proposal in 
the bill would make adequate provision for future needs. 


Section 5 


Authority to furnish subsistence to employees 

The appropriation act authorizes the Soil Conservation Service to furnish 
subsistence to employees. This authority is needed by the Soil Conservation 
Service in connection with its snow surveys. Shelters are stocked with food 
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which may be used by snow surveyors in the event emergency conditions prevent 
them from returning to headquarters. No reimbursement is required from the 
employee, nor is,the value of such subsistence considered in fixing the employee’s 
salary. ' no 
It is proposed to include in the basic law provision that would enable the 
Department to furnish subsistence to employees, without deduction from their 
pay, where warranted by emergency conditions,’ under such regtilations as the 
Secretary may prescribe. This would not change the normal procedures under 


the act of March 5, 1928 (5 U.S. C. 75a). 
AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM 
Section 6'(a) 


Payment on certificate of claimant 


The appropriation act includes authority for payments to a farmer on his 
certification that he has carried out the conservation practices and has complied 
with all other requirements for such payment. This is subject to a point of 
order since it varies the procedure prescribed in the certifying officers statute. 
The provision was inserted in the appropriation act several years ago. 

The bill would amend the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Aet to 
make this authority permanent legislation. 


Section 6 (b) 


State committee approval of practices 

The appropriation act provides that the State committees appointed pursuant 
to section 8 (b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as 
amended, shall determine and approve the measures which will encourage 
and provide for soil-building and soil- and water-conserving practices in the most 
practical and effective manner and adapted to conditions in the several States. 
However, section 8 (d) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act 
provides that payment shall be conditioned upon utilization of land in con- 
formity with farming practices which the Secretary determines to effectuate 
any one or more of the purposes set forth in section 7 (a) of the act. Thus it 
is the responsibility of the Secretary under the basic law to formulate the na- 
tional program. However, in 1945 the Congress inserted the present language in 
the appropriation act. It has been construed in the Department to require the 
State committee to select the practices in their State from those provided in the 
national program, thus permitting the State committee to select those practices 
which they deem to be the best adapted to local conditions. Therefore, this 
item is subject to a point of order since it places the determination of practices 
to be used in the various States in the State committees rather than in the 
Secretary. 

The bill would provide, as permanent legislation, that payments may be condi- 
tioned upon practices approved by the State committees. 


Section 6 (c) 


Allotments to other agencies for technical services, on recommendation of county 
committees and approval of State committees 


The appropriation act authorizes the transfer of not more than 5 percent 
of the funds allocated for this program te any county, on the recommendation 
of the county committee and approved by the State committee, to the Soil 
Conservation Service for technical services and authorizes the placing of the 
funds so transferred into a single account for each State.. The 1957 appropria- 
tion act includes new authority providing for the transfer of an additional 1 per- 
_ cent to other Federal, State, or local public agencies for the same purpose and 
under the same conditions. 

The Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act presently authorizes the 
allotment of funds to agencies of the Department and the transfer of funds to 
other agencies of the Federal or State governments. Therefore, the provision 
in the appropriation act is subject to a point of order because of (a) the re- 
quirement that the aloltment be made on recommendation of a county commit- 
tee and approval of the State committee, and (b) the provision for placing the 
funds transferred to SCS in a single account for each State. 

It is proposed to overcome these points of order by providing that funds 
made available for agricultural conservation payments within a State may 
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be transferred to Federal, State, or local public agencies for services. of tech- 


nicians in formulating and carrying out this program under such limitations and 
conditions as may be provided in appropriation or other law. 


AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT PROGRAMS 


Section 7 


Limitation on administrative expenses for the National and State offices 

This appropriation for 1957 is in the amount of $41.2 million, of which not 
more than $6.3 million may be used for administrative expenses at the national 
and State levels. Section 392 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, limits the amount which may be used for Washington and State ex- 
penses to 3 percent of several appropriations, of which this is one. Since the 
$6 million authorized for administrative expenses in this appropriation item re- 
oe 2 the total 3-percent limitation being exceeded it may be subject to a point 
of order. 

It is proposed to amend section 392 to provide that the amounts used for 
administrative purposes may not exceed 3 percent of the appropriation unless 
otherwise provided by appropriation or other law. 


FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE 


Section 8 
Representation allowances 


This section would permit the use of funds for extending courtesies in the 
United States to representatives of foreign governments. This is subject to 
a point of order since authority for the Department to incur this type of 
expense does not now exist in basic law. 

The bill proposes to amend title VI of the Agricultural Act of 1954, which 
provided for the transfer of the agricultural attachés from the State Depart- 
ment to the Department of Agriculture, to permit the use of funds available 
for carrying out title VI of the Agricultural Act of 1954 for extending the 
courtesies indicated when so provided in appropriation or other law. 

The proposal would provide for the payment of expenses of necessary official 
entertainment and other courtesies extended in the United States to representa- 
tives of foreign countries concerned with agricultural matters. This language 
would extend to a limited number of top officials in the Department in the 
United States the same type of authority which is presently available to the 
agricultural attachés stationed in foreign countries and which is presently 
available to several agencies of the Government. This authority is urgently 
needed in view of the increasing importance of the Department’s activities 
concerned with the development of foreign markets for surplus agricultural 
commodities, 

It is the custom in foreign countries for official Government representatives 
to arrange for dinners, receptions, and other types of hospitality for visiting 
officials from this Department. In accordance with international practice, 
officials of the Department are expected to extend similar courtesies to repre- 
sentatives of foreign governments when they visit the United States. Extension 
of courtesies of this nature helps to establish conditions which permit the most 
effective working relationships, and is essential to the successful accomplish- 
ment of the objectives of the Department’s foreign agricultural work. Expenses 
under this provision would be authorized by the Secretary or Acting Secretary, 
the Assistant Secretary for Marketing and Foreign Agriculture, and the Admin- 
istrator, Foreign Agricultural Service. The Department has authority for pay- 
ment of representation allowances overseas but there is no authority for the 
payment of such expenses in the United States. 


FARMERS’ HOME ADMINISTRATION 
Section 9 (a) 


Allocation of farm-ownership loans to States 


The appropriation act provides that not to exceed $5 million of the loan 
authorization for farm ownership loans may be distributed to States without 
regard to farm population and prevalence of tenancy, for loans in reclamation 
projects and to entrymen on unpatented public land. 
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This provision is subject to a point of order since it varies the statutory 
formula for the distribution of farm ownership loans to States. Basic law 
(7 U. S. C. 1004) requires that the distribution of such loans be based on farm 
population and the prevalence of tenancy in each State, except that there may 
be distributed to each State such amounts as are necessary to meet the needs 
of veterans. 

The provision in the appropriation act was inserted at the request of the 
Department in 1951. Progress on reclamation projects in the Western States 
had.reached a point where opportunities for settlement were becoming available 
in-‘large numbers, and a revision of the statutory requirements, which made it 
possible for more farmers to qualify for loans, resulted in an increased need 
for loan funds in those States. The need for loan funds exceeded the amount 
that could be met under the statutory formula for the distribution of such 
funds by States. 

The bill proposes to incorporate in permanent law the provision which would 
authorize the distribution of funds, in addition to the amount otherwise dis- 
tributed, for loans in reclamation projects and to entrymen on unpatented public 
lands in such amounts as may be provided in applicable appropriations, 


Section 9 (b) 


Single account for FHA administrative funds 

The appropriation act authorizes, in the interest of simplifying operations, 
the transfer of specific amounts from the farm tenant mortgage insurance fund 
to the appropriation for salaries and expenses of the Farmers’ Home Adminis- 
tration to cover part of the cost of administering insured loans. This provision 
is subject to a point of order since it makes the funds so transferred. (gvhich. by 
basic law are available only for expenses in connection with the mortgage insur- 
ance program) available for expenses in connection with all programs adminis- 
tered under the appropriation “Salaries and expenses, Farmers’ Home Admin- 
istration.” 

The bill proposes to amend the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act to provide 
that funds for administrative expenses of the Farmers’ Home Administration 
may be placed in a single account when authorized by appropriation or other 
law. 

Similar authority is included in section 1 (g) of H. R. 11544, as passed by the 
House. If that section becomes law, section 9 (b) could be eliminated from 
this bill. 


FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION 


Section 10 


Definition of administrative expenses and payment from premium income 

The appropriation act provides that direct costs of loss adjusters for crop 
inspections and loss adjustments may be considered as nonadministrative or non- 
operating expenses. It also provides that a specific portion of the administrative 
expenses of the Corporation may be paid from premium income. These items 
are subject to points of order because (1) the Federal Crop Insurance Act, as 
amended, does not include direct cost of loss adjusters as one of the items which 
may be considered as nonadministrative or nonoperating expenses, and (2) the 
appropriation act authorizes the payment of a portion of administrative expenses 
from premium income, which by basic statute may be used only to cover losses 
and to create a reserve. 

Direct costs of loss adjustments are generally considered by commercial insur- 
ance companies to be nonadministrative expenses and are usually paid from 
premium income. The proposal to use a portion of premium income for admin- 
istrative expenses is desirable in order to have sufficient flexibility in funds 
needed to cover sales costs. The cost of new sales is extremely variable since 
it is difficult to estimate in advance just what the volume of business will be. 
Thus, the proposed section would provide the needed flexibility and permit more 
effective operations. 

The bill would amend the basic law to include the direct costs of loss adjusters 
in the definition of nonadministrative expenses and to permit the use of premium 
income for administrative expenses within limits prescribed in applicable appro- 
priations, and thereby overcome the point of order questions, 


ORGANIC ACT OF 1956 


ACQUISITION OF LAND 


Section 11 (a) 


Authorization to acquire land 


The 1957 appropriation act includes language which would authorize the 
acquisition, by donation or exchange, of necessary land by the Agricultural Re- 
search Service. This was inserted in order to provide for acquisition of land 
for a new research laboratory at Winter Haven, Fla., and for the national seed 
storage facility. Most of the agencies of the Department do not have basic 
authority for the acquisition of land required from time to time in the conduct 
of their programs. The major exceptions are the Forest Service and Soil Con- 
servation Service for which certain authority now exists in substantive law. 
The Department. did have statutory authority in the Research and Marketing 
Act ‘of* 1946 to acquire land, but the authority was inadvertently eliminated in 
the recent revision of the Hatch Act approved August 11, 1955. 

The bill would permit, in those cases where authority does not now exist, the 
acquisition of land, or interest therein by purchase, exchange, or otherwise, as 
may be necessary to carry out the authorized work of the Department, with the 
requirement that no acquisition may be made under this authority unless pro- 
vision is made therefor in the applicable appropriation or other law. The pro- 
posed section would not affect in any way existing authorities for the acquisition 
of land. 

Section 11 (b) 


Payments for options to purchase land 


For many years the appropriation act has included authorization to pay not 
to exceed $1 for each option to purchase any particular tract or tracts of land. 
This item is subject to point of order since authority to purchase land does not 
authorize payment of money for a mere option to purchase such property. 
Revised Statute 3648 provides that before payment for property can be made, 
ownership of such property must vest in the United States. 

The taking of an option by the Department to purchase a tract of land, for 
example, by the Forest Service for the national forests or by other agencies to 
build a laboratory, occasionally requires that a nominal sum be stipulated in 
consideration in order that the option will be legally binding. The Comptroller 
General has held that funds are not available for the cost of options, in the 
absence of specific statutory authority. As a general rule, expenditures are 
not made when options are taken. Since the amount involved does not exceed 
$1 the claimant, by custom, does not demand payment. However, the effect of 
the option is to technically commit the Government to the expenditure of the 
dollar, and unless specific authority exists for the expenditure the option is not 
enforcible. 

It is proposed to overcome the point of order by including in the bill a pro- 
vision that would permit the use of appropriations available for purchase of 
land to pay for options to purchase, with a proviso that not to exceed $1 may 
be expended for each option to purchase any particular tract or tracts of land 
unless otherwise provided in the appropriation or other law. 


AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 


Section 12 


Travel expenses of personnel engaged in inspection, classing, and grading of 
agricultural commodities 

The bill would authorize payment of travel expenses of persons appointed for 
temporary or seasonal services in inspection, classing, and grading of agricul- 
tural commodities. Authority for the payment of travel expenses of such em- 
ployees for travel between places of recruitment and duty, and while at places 
of duty, is needed in order to continue to provide effective inspection, grading, 
and classing services. These activities require the services of persons trained 
in this particular work and who are available for service on a seasonal or 
temporary basis. To meet seasonal or other peak needs for this service, em- 
ployees must frequently be recruited at distant points. Because of distances 
involved_and the short duration of employment, many refuse employment if 
foreed*to-pay their own travel. expenses:in traveling to their place of employment 
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and in returning home when their assignment has been completed. This prob- 
lem is particularly acute in providing cotton classing during the heavy market- 
ing season which, in acocrdance with congressional directives, must be provided 
on a seasonal basis. 

Although such expenses are now being paid in connection with cotton classing 
and tobacco inspection, the authority for continuation of this practice needs 
to be clarified. The problem has been presented to and reviewed by the General 
Accounting Office, which has informally requested the Department to seek 
specific legislaive authority affective in the fiscal year 1957. 


Section 14 


Working-capital fund, Forest Service 

The bill includes a provision which would establish a working-capital fund 
for furnishing supply and equipment services in support. of programs of the 
Forest Service. The language is the same as that included in the 1957 budget. 
In the act making appropriations for the Department of the Interior and related 
agencies for the fiscal year 1957 (in which the appropriations for Forest Service 
are included), this item was eliminated. The House Committee on Appropria- 
tions, in its report (H. Rept. 1772, p. 11), stated that the matter should be first 
considered by the proper legislative committee. 

Need for working-capital fund 

There is a definite need within the Forest Service for such a fund to provide a 
practicable method of financing and accounting for the various service operations 
that are necessary to serve concurrently the programs of fire portection, timber 
utilization, construction and maintenance of roads and other improvements, re- 
forestation, grazing, watershed, forest and forest products research, and kindred 
conservation activities of the Forest Service, including cooperative assistance 
with other Federal agencies, States, counties, farmers, forest land owners and 
others engaged in the same objectives. 

These programs are conducted on 188 million acres of public lands and 431 
million acres of State and privately owned lands located throughout the United 
States, Alaska, Puerto Rico, and Hawaii. They are conducted through 10 re- 
gional offices, 9 experiment statitons, and approximately 149 national forests, 758 
ranger districts, 101 land-utilization areas, 63 research centers, 85 experimental 
areas and the Forest Products Laboratory in Madison, Wis. 


Types of services furnished to programs 

In operating these programs, stocks of supplies, materials, and motorized und 
other program equipment of various kinds and sizes are needed at field locations, 
not only to serve regular needs but also to be available for emergency dispatch in 
ease of fire, flood, and other critical situations. Further, certain fire fighting and 
other specialized program equipment is not readily available from other Gov- 
ernment sources or commercial markets, and generally must be specially ordered 
and stocked. For these reasons it is uneconomical or impractical to await the 
actual need before action is taken toward procurement. Wxperience over the 
years in the Forest Service points up the necessity of maintaining sources of 
supplies, equipment, and service facilities at the regional and local level in order 
to most efficiently meet the needs of field programs in which the Forest Service is 
engaged. Since the supplies and materials are used by numerous Forest Service 
Programs, it is more practicable and economical to carry only one central stock 
at given field locations for the common use of all programs. This applies also to 
motorized and other program equipment which is available at field locations for 
the common use of all programs in the local area. 

Certain other services, principally the operation of photographic and reproduc- 
tion facilities; the making, reconditioning, and maintenance of road, trail, and 
other signs; and other similar operations are common to and conducted for the 
benefit of all Forest Service work programs. 


Present method of financing service operations 


Most of the services are now financed initially from one appropriation. Since 
the “Salaries and expenses” appropriation is available for general purposes, this 
appropriation has been arbitrarily selected to finance the supply and equipment 
services which comprise the major portion of the service operations, This is an 
annual appropriation and balances in it are not available for obligation beyond 
the end of the fiscal year. Furthermore, using an appropriation for financing 
these services complicates the recording and reporting on the status of appro- 
priated funds because of the large amount of reimbursements which are credited 
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to the appropriation. This complicates budgeting and also causes confusion in 
the current financing of regular programs. For example, when supplies are issued 
to Forest Service programs from stock, the cost may be charged to 10 or more 
appropriations benefited and the above annual appropriation is credited. How- 
ever, it may be desirable to defer replacement of stocks to a later date, in many 
instances in the ensuing fiscal year, to take advantage of quantity purchases and 
seasonal declines in market prices. The use of the annual appropriation to 
finance the supply service makes it necessary to replace the stock in the same 
fiscal year in which issued. 

Another example relates to the motorized and heavy equipment service which is 
also financed through the “Salaries and expenses” annual appropriation. The 
equipment is used on work programs which may involve 10 or more appropria- 
tions and funds. In financing the equipment service, the appropriations and 
funds benefited are charged (at rates per unit of use to cover the cost of operat- 
ing, repairing, and replacing the equipment) and the above annual appropriation 
is credited. In many cases major repairs or overhauls of the equipment do not 
take place in the fiscal year in which the equipment was used because of condi- 
tions directly or indirectly attributable to unseasonable weather, including forest 
fires, floods, and heavy snows. These conditions may require repair or overhaul 
work to be deferred to a subsequent fiscal year, but since the service is financed 
from an annual appropriation the amounts recovered from the application of 
use rates are not available in the subsequent year. 


Proposed method of financing service operations 


The operation of the above services under a working capital fund would permit 
expenditures in connection with the designated services to be paid from a single 
fund, without fiscal year limitation, regardless of the programs ultimately 
charged. It would also provide a means of accumulating amounts to cover the 
cost of repairing and replacing equipment and restocking of supplies in an 
ensuing fiscal year which is not possible under the present procedure of financing 
from an annual appropriation. Jt will permit purchases to be made in quantity 
and under the most advantageous market conditions which is a keystone of 
economical procurement. The working capital fund would also eliminate the 
budgetary complications and other difficulties now encountered in the appropria- 
tion which it is now necessary to use for financing the service operations. A 
working capital fund would make it possible to operate the services in a more 
efficient and businesslike manner. 

The working capital fund method has been in use by the Department of Agri- 
culture for a number of years in financing centralized services. One such fund, 
approved July 12, 1943 (57 Stat. 393), is in the Office of the Secretary, and the 
other, approved September 6, 1950 (64 Stat. 658), is operated by the Agricultural 
Research Center. The use of these funds has demonstrated the value of this 
businesslike method of financing and conducting reimbursable services in an 
efficient and economical manner. 


Detailed explanation of provisions of section 


The proposed provision would establish a working capital fund for financing 
the various service operations, such as those mentioned above, that are required 
in conducting authorized programs of the Forest Service. Under it the Secretary 
would provide capital for the fund by transferring and capitalizing, at fair and 
reasonable values, present inventories of supplies and equipment, receivables and 
other assets as are related to the operation of the services. The receivables would 
represent services rendered under current practices for which payment had not 
been made by appropriations benefited and would initially provide operating 
funds for the payment of expenses. Operating funds may also be provided, if 
necessary, by advance payments from the appropriations and funds to cover the 
estimated cost of services or supplies ordered. Any advance payments in excess 
of the charges for such services or supplies will be returned to the applicable 
appropriations or funds. The fund will assume any liabilities in connection with 
assets transferred to the fund, including accrued annual leave. In view of this 
method of providing capital, the proposed language does not involve a request 
for funds to be appropriated. 

The buildings to be transferred to the fund are small low-cost shop and other 
buildings located at or near sites of work, such as those used to repair and store 
motor vehicles and other heavy equipment and for storage of operating supplies 
used on work projects. Land used in connection with these services will not be 
capitalized since in many cases the land is public domain or in other cases the 
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land is used only partly by services operated under the fund. Unobligated 
balances of appropriations and funds will not be transferred to the fund. 

Provision is made for a maximum capitalization of $25 million. The estimated 
value of the assets initially to be transferred to the fund are: receivables $1,250,- 
000, and supplies, equipment, and buildings $17,250,000. The liabilities to be 
assumed by the fund, including accrued annual leave, will probably not exceed 
$500,000, resulting in an estimated initial capital of $18 million. A margin is 
provided for possible expansion of programs and emergencies. 

In the past, fluctuations and emergencies of major proportions were the Civilian 
Conservation Corps program, the fire hazard reduction and timber salvage pro- 
gram in the New England States resulting from the hurricane of 1938, the Shelter- 
belt project, and the emergency rubber project of World War II. The manage- 
ment of such emergency programs demands rapid, large-scale, and effective ex- 
pansion of needed services at the outset: The greatest potential threat to maxi- 
mum accomplishment in such emergencies is inadequacies in the supply, equip- 
ment, and other services which may be needed. In view of the possible recurrence 
of such emergencies and other unforseeable developments, including those occa- 
sioned by authorized expansion of normal work programs, it is essential that 
the capitalization of the fund is flexible to permit timely expansion. 

The services financed by the fund may also be made available, when necessary 
to other departmental and Federal agencies, and as provided by law to State 
and private agencies and persons who cooperate with the Forest Service in 
fire control and other authorized programs. In order that the fund may be 
maintained on a self-supporting but nonprofit basis the payment for the services 
will be at rates which will approximately equal the cost of furnishing the 
facilities and services, including depreciation’ of equipment, ‘certain’ buildings, 
and other improvements; alterations, maintenance and repair of all buildings 
and other improvements used in furnishing the services; maintenance and 
repairs of equipment and accrued leave. For example, in operating the motor 
vehicle and heavy equipment service which includes pickups, stakeside and dump 
trucks, sedans, crawler-type tractors and motor graders, the appropriation would 
be charged at rental rates approximately equal to the actual or estimated cost 
of operation, repair, maintenance, management, and depreciation of the 
equipment. 

The fund will be credited with any proceeds from the disposition of property. 
Amounts received in connection with loss of or damage to property would also 
be credited to the fund so as to be available for replacement or to defray the 
cost of repairing the property in event of damage. 

When the fund has property which it no longer needs to carry out its respon- 
sibilities, such property will be reassigned, transferred, or otherwise disposed 
of in accordance with the regulations of the General Services Administration 
and regulations of the Department of Agriculture issued pursuant thereto. 

In addition to the review and audit of the fund by the Comptroller General, 
it is contemplated that the status of the fund will be made known to the Bureau 
of the Budget and to the Congress through required reports and business-type 
budget statements. 

The establishment of the working capital fund would permit the foregoing 
services to be operated in a more efficient and businesslike manner. 


Mr. Poaer. Any further questions ? 

If not, we are very much obliged ‘to you;"Mr. Roberts,and: your: staff 
in making the presentation. 

Mr. Roserts. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Poacr. Are there any other witnesses to be heard on this bill? 
Does one of the authors want to express something ? 

The Cnarrman. I think we should expedite the reporting and pas- 
sage of the bill. I am not trying to prejudge the situation but I know 
that if we are going to pass it we should get it out as quickly as pos- 
sible, so that the administration can go forward with it. 

There is one item in there about travel. You can’t do anything about 
that until we give you authority. 
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Mr. Roserts. We are doing it now but we are violating the law. 

The Cuarrman. You are not doing it now, not all of it. 

Mr. Roserr. We are doing it for one type of expense; not for the 
other. 

The Cuarrman. That is correct. 

Mr. Roserts. But even for what we are now doing, the General 
Accounting Office feels we should get a clarification in our basic law. 

The Cuarrman. That is,why. E.say it is important to get the items 
reported and enacted into legislation. 

Mr. Roserts. Yes. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Poaaer. Is there anything further? If not, we are then ad- 
journed. 

(Whereupon, at 11: 50 a. m., the committee adjourned. ) 
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